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ABSTRACT
Every year, approximately 37 million people play golf and use golf course
facilities with friends or family, and each group’s perception of satisfaction differs. It is
important and worthwhile to examine the variables that influence golfers’ perceptions of
service quality and satisfaction. Understanding which variables best predict behavioral
intentions to revisit certain facilities is an important issue in the tourism industry, but few
studies have investigated the relationships between service quality, transaction-specific
satisfaction, and overall satisfaction in predicting revisit intention.
The purpose of this study is to compare and investigate conceptual frameworks
that represent the relationship between golfers’ perceived service quality, transactionspecific satisfaction, and overall satisfaction in predicting revisit intentions. The study
examines the relationship between independent variables (service quality, transactionspecific satisfaction, and overall satisfaction) and the dependent variable (revisit
intention). In addition, to compare the specific predictive power of transaction-specific
satisfaction and overall satisfaction, two additional forms of revisit intention variables –
based on the evaluation of the golf experience today and the evaluation of all of the
individual golf experiences – were tested. Finally, the study examines the differences in
demographic data (e.g. age, gender, and income) and golfer information (e.g. frequency
of playing, average score, and group types) that may affect golfer satisfaction and
perceived service quality.
Three hundred forty-nine golfers, an 85.5 percent response rate from a sample of
408 at the Boscobel Country Club in Pendleton, South Carolina, were analyzed to
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investigate the hypothesized constructs. Results suggest that all three independent
variables – perceived service quality, transaction-specific satisfaction, and overall
satisfaction – are significant indicators of revisit intentions. Findings also suggest that
golf course managers need to be aware that customers’ immediate evaluations at the
service-encounter level play a large role in their overall satisfaction. In addition, there are
significant indirect effects between transaction-specific satisfaction and revisit intentions.
Transaction-specific satisfaction also functions as an antecedent variable in predicting
revisit intention. As a result, golf course managers should consider both forms of
satisfaction levels in predicting revisit intentions.
Finally, it is believed that the structural model (Service Quality, Satisfaction, and
Intention: SQSI) presented in this research could be beneficial in the prediction of revisit
intentions beyond those of just golfers. It is posited that the model may aid in the
prediction of re-visitation to many other types of tourist places, and it may further aid in
the prediction of repurchase intentions for products at these tourist destinations. To
determine further the potential of this model, additional research is needed to investigate
the model’s effectiveness in other environments.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
An investigation of customer satisfaction has been realized as an important key to
bringing economic impacts and benefits to the tourism industry. Customer satisfaction
has been recognized as a measure of overall performance since the 1970s (Babin and
Griffin, 1998). The theory and study of customer satisfaction measurement have made
tremendous progress towards finding the best way to measure customer satisfaction
(Babin and Griffin, 1998; Westbrook and Oliver, 1981). Service quality and satisfaction
have been shown to be positively related to revisit/reuse behavior; therefore, it would be
advantageous for tourism managers to better understand their determinants. Obtaining an
understanding of customer satisfaction and service quality will enhance understanding of
customer needs and help organization management to produce the products and services
that their customers desire.
Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry (1994) suggest that consumer satisfaction
involves two levels: transaction-specific satisfaction (TS) and overall satisfaction (OS).
However, previous empirical studies in marketing and tourism literature have not focused
on both, meaning that the relationship between these two levels and service quality (SQ)
has not been fully identified (Bitner and Hubbert, 1994; Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and
Berry, 1994). It is important to identify this relationship because it impacts customer
behavioral intentions (e.g. revisit, reuse, and revisit). Understanding the impact of service
quality and both satisfactions on behavioral intentions will provide golf managers with
important information about repeat visitation.
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Consumer Satisfaction
Satisfaction is a global concept resulting from a sense of the part or the entire
experience (Oliver, 1997). From previous accumulated experiences of a product or a
service, consumers expect a certain quality level before they reuse a product or revisit a
facility. Many studies in service marketing focus on the concepts of consumer
expectations and satisfaction, including analyses of the nature of both constructs (Prakash
and Lounsbury, 1983; Tse and Wilton, 1988; Zeithaml, Berry, and Parasuraman, 1993) as
well as their antecedents (Clow, Kurtz, Ozment, and Ong, 1996; Fache, 2000; Oliver,
1980; Parasuraman, Berry, and Zeithaml, 1991). A review of this literature shows a wide
variety of comparison standards used to identify consumer satisfaction, a multi-faceted
concept. In general, it is believed that customer satisfaction results from the confirmation
of expectations or positive disconfirmations (Hultsman, 1998). Various domains
(information, service quality, and past experience) have been utilized to determine the
results of customer attitude or intention (Howat, Absher, Crilley, and Milne, 1996; Burns,
Graefe, and Absher, 2003).
Satisfaction has been recognized to have multi-faceted applicability to various
fields. For example, Oliver (1997) identified four perspectives of satisfaction: those of the
consumer, the firm, the industry, and society. Specifically, customer satisfaction with a
product or service refers to a positive evaluation of the various outcomes and experiences
associated with using or consuming that product or service (Oliver and DeSarbo 1988).
This positive evaluation is continually accumulated through repeated experiences with a
company’s products and services over the product lifetime, and most researchers agree
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that this evaluation is the result of a comparison process (Zeithaml, Berry, and
Parasuraman, 1993). Research suggests that this comparison should be utilized by a
company as a measure of the disconfirmation of expectations (Spreng, MacKenzie, and
Olshavsky, 1996). For this study, customer evaluations of both immediate and
accumulating experience from the result of a comparison process are utilized to predict
revisit intention.

Service Quality
Perceived service quality is defined as the customer’s assessment of overall
excellence or superiority of a service (Zeithaml, 1988). Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and
Berry (1985, 1988) suggest that a customer assessment of overall service quality depends
on the gap between the expectations and the perceptions of actual performance levels.
They developed the most frequently utilized model of customer service, SERVQUAL,
which compares expectation and performance for a series of related attributes. This
SERVQUAL approach, which can be adapted to meet the needs of a particular service,
includes a questionnaire consisting of 22 statements relating to five dimensions of service
quality (tangibles, reliability, responsiveness, assurance, and empathy), divided into three
sections. The first section asks respondents for their expectations of the 22 items; the
second measures respondent perceptions of the service received for these 22 items, and
the third asks respondents to rate the importance of the five dimensions in evaluating
service quality.
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In their application, SERVQUAL dimensions can be added or omitted depending
on the area being investigated. For example, Crompton, MacKay, and Fesenmaier (1991)
suggest that only four of the five attributes (assurance, reliability, responsiveness, and
tangibles) were relevant in their study of recreation service delivery. Cronin and Taylor
(1992) further simplified the measuring of service quality by developing the SERVPERF
model and empirically examining its performance in four industries (banking, pest
control, dry cleaning, and fast food). The SERVPERF model was found to be superior in
predicting customer satisfaction in all four of these industries, and the researchers
suggested that their simplified version of the SERVQUAL questionnaire based on
performance only is a better measure of consumer perception. Therefore, for the current
study, SERVPERF was selected to measure golfers’ perceived service quality.

Transaction-Specific Satisfaction and Overall Satisfaction
Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry (1994) suggested that consumers’ satisfaction
considers two separate levels (transaction-specific satisfaction and overall satisfaction);
however, the empirical investigation of both transaction-specific satisfaction and overall
satisfaction has received relatively little attention in marketing and tourism literature
(Bitner and Hubbert, 1994; Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry, 1994). Bitner and Hubbert
(1994) defined transaction-specific satisfaction as the customer’s satisfaction or
dissatisfaction with a discrete service encounter. These individual moments of truth for
customers can be aggregated over time, allowing them to develop an overall picture
(Bitner and Hubbert, 1994). Over time, multiple positive or negative encounters lead to
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overall high or low levels of satisfaction. Each service encounter, therefore, gives
customers an opportunity for re-evaluation and provides an opportunity for service
providers to reinforce positive perceptions. However, it is important to recognize that
customer satisfaction occurs at multiple levels; for example, a customer may be
dissatisfied with a discrete encounter, but his or her perceived overall satisfaction based
on other experiences could still be positive. Moreover, all customers do not have the
same expectations, meaning that each customer approaches a service encounter with
expectations based on their individual understandings of past experiences and their belief
of what is likely or what ought to happen in the current encounter.
Overall satisfaction is based on a consumers’ overall satisfaction or dissatisfaction
as a result of all their encounters and experiences with a particular organization (Bitner
and Hubbert, 1994). This level of customer satisfaction is a relatively stable average
(Jones and Suh, 2000). For example, it is possible that a consumer may be dissatisfied
with the freshness of his or her salad during one visit to a restaurant, but he or she may
still be very satisfied with the restaurant overall based on multiple previous satisfactory
encounters. Thus, overall satisfaction is an aggregation of all previous transactionspecific satisfactions being updated after each encounter, much like expectations of
overall service quality (Boulding, Kalra, Staelin, and Zeithaml, 1993). Most importantly,
overall satisfaction is the strong predictor of behavioral intention to revisit (Patternson,
Johnson and Spreng, 1997), making the investigation of customer satisfaction especially
important for service managers.
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Justification of the Study
The application of the concept of consumer satisfaction in the tourism industry
has led to the development of various satisfaction constructs for predicting behavioral
intention to revisit and reuse. For example, Baker (2000) examined the relationship
between quality, satisfaction, and behavioral intentions, while Bitner and Hubbert (1994)
considered the two levels of satisfaction and investigated the relationship between
encounter satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and quality. Since their study, others have
explored the two levels (transaction-specific satisfaction and overall satisfaction)
separately; for example, Jones and Suh (2000) conducted a customer-satisfaction survey
investigating the relationship between transaction-specific satisfaction, overall
satisfaction, and revisit intentions. More recently, Veloutsou, Gilbert, Moutinho, and
Goode (2005) examined the relationship between transaction-specific satisfaction and
overall satisfaction across cultures and languages. However, not many empirical research
studies on the relationship between transaction-specific satisfaction and overall
satisfaction have been conducted. In addition, the conceptual area dealing with the
relationship between transaction-specific satisfaction and overall satisfaction has not led
to the development of a robust model. Even though the application of the construct of
satisfaction to predict behavioral intention in the tourism industry may not be efficient
and effective because both satisfactions are not fully applied in predicting behavioral
intention, the investigation of the relationship between transaction-specific satisfaction,
overall satisfaction, service quality, and revisit intention may better equip service
managers to understand and promote repeat visitation.
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Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to determine if a relationship exists between service
quality, transaction-specific satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and revisit intention. More
specifically, the study will first investigate relationship between (1) golfers’ perceived
service quality and transaction-specific satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and revisit
intention; (2) transaction-specific satisfaction and revisit intention; and (3) overall
satisfaction and revisit intention. Second, the mediation effect of transactionspecific/overall satisfactions between service quality and revisit intention will be tested.
Third, the moderating effect of overall satisfaction between transaction-specific
satisfaction and revisit intention will be examined. Fourth, specification of revisit
intention will be investigated with evaluation of transaction-specific experience (revisit
intention based on transaction-specific evaluation: RIT) and overall experience (revisit
intention based on overall evaluation: RIO) at the golf course. Lastly, the study will
examine demographic (e.g. age, gender, and income) and golfergraphic variables (e.g.
frequency of playing, average score, and group types) that may affect the evaluation of
consumers’ experiences. More specifically, the study will examine differences in golfers’
transaction-specific satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and revisit intention with
demographic and golfergraphic variables.
Examination of the relationship between service quality, transaction-specific
satisfaction, and overall satisfaction as predictors of revisit intention can be a valuable
tool to help golf course managers understand what affects golfers’ revisit. This
assessment can be beneficial in enhancing services, golf courses, facilities, and attractions.
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Research Objectives and Hypotheses
The primary objective of this research is to compare and investigate conceptual
frameworks representing the relationship between golfers’ perceived service quality,
transaction-specific satisfaction, and overall satisfaction to predict intentions to revisit.
Specifically, the objectives of this research are listed in the sections below.

Research Objective 1
The first research objective is to test the effectiveness of the service quality
construct with transaction-specific satisfaction and overall satisfaction in predicting
revisit intentions.


H1-a: A second-order SQ factor will be effective without depending on
first-order factors in predicting revisit intentions (RI, RIT, and RIO).



H1-b: TS will mediate the relationship between SQ and RI.



H1-c: OS will mediate the relationship between SQ and RI.



H1-d: TS will mediate the relationship between SQ and OS.

Research Objective 2
The second objective is to investigate the prediction ability between transactionspecific satisfaction and overall satisfaction with revisit intentions.


H2-a: TS will have an effect on RI.



H2-b: OS will have an effect on RI.



H2-c: OS will mediate the relationship between TS and RI.
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H2-d: The effect of TS on RI will be the same to the effect of OS on RI.



H2-e: The effect of TS on RIT will be the same to the effect of OS on RIO.

Research Objective 3
The third objective is to report if golfer segments based on age, education level,
income, gender, employment, residence, average score (AS), number of group (NG),
frequency of playing golf last year (GLY), and overall golf experience (OGE) can have
different effects on TS, OS, and RI.


H3-a: There is no significant difference in TS with golfer age, education
level, and income.



H3-b: There is no significant difference in OS with golfer age, education
levels, and income.



H3-c: There is no significant difference in TS with golfer gender,
employment, and residence.



H3-d: There is no significant difference in OS with golfer gender,
employment, and residence.



H3-e: There is no significant difference in TS with golfer AS, NG, GLY,
and OGE.



H3-f: There is no significant difference in OS with golfer AS, NG, GLY,
and OGE.



H3-g: There is no significant difference in RI with golfer age, education
level, income, gender, employment, and income.



H3-h: There is no significant difference in RI with golfer AS, NG, GLY,
and OGE.
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Delimitations
This study has the following delimitations:
1. It is limited to amateur golfers at the Boscobel Golf course in South
Carolina.
2. Specific situational factors (i.e. weather) will not be considered.
3. It will not identify or describe the decision-making models used by
consumers.
4. The study instrument will be designed for and tested by adults.
5. The results obtained may not be directly generalizable to individuals from
different cultures or nations.

Definitions
The study reported here is based on the following definitions.


Consumer satisfaction refers to the consumer’s fulfillment response. It is a
judgment that a product or service feature, or the product or service itself
provided (or is providing) a pleasurable level of consumption-related
fulfillment, including levels of under- or over-fulfillment (Oliver, 1980).



Golfer refers to an amateur golfer, age 18, or older, residing in South
Carolina.



Overall satisfaction refers to the consumer’s overall satisfaction with the
organization based on all encounters and experiences with it (Bitner and
Hubbert, 1994). Since overall satisfaction is based on information from all
previous experiences with the service provider, overall satisfaction can be
viewed as a function of all previous transaction-specific satisfactions
(Parasuraman et al., 1994).



Perceived service quality refers to the customer assessment of the overall
excellence or superiority of the service (Zeithaml, 1988).



Transaction-specific satisfaction refers to consumer satisfaction with a
discrete service encounter (Bitner and Hubbert, 1994). Satisfaction with
only the last transaction is presented in this study.
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Organization of the Dissertation
Based on the introduction to this study, chapter 2 continues with a review of the
related literature, focusing on consumer satisfaction, service quality, transaction-specific
satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and revisit intention. Chapter 3 discusses the conceptual
development of service quality, transaction-specific satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and
revisit intention, as well as a discussion of key variables. Chapter 4 develops the
methodology used for the current study, including the hypotheses forming the
investigation of the problem. Chapter 5 reports the results, and chapter 6 concludes by
summarizing the findings, discussing their implications, and suggesting areas for future
research.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
This chapter identifies and reviews the conceptual frameworks that serve as a
basis for this study. Specifically, service quality, transaction-specific satisfaction, and
overall satisfaction will be reviewed in relation to revisit intention. It begins with a
discussion of the relevant investigations of consumer satisfaction and the expectancydisconfirmation paradigm, followed by a discussion of service quality based on the
SERVQUAL and SERVPERF models. The chapter continues with an analysis of the
current research in transaction-specific satisfaction and overall satisfaction related to
revisit intention. Finally, the relationship between service quality, transaction-specific
satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and revisit intention will be reviewed.

Consumer Satisfaction
The concept of satisfaction, in terms of completeness or wholeness, is a global
one. Even though overall satisfaction is utilized to explain a level of consumer experience,
it is difficult to develop a precise definition of consumer satisfaction because it is not
easy to determine an internal response to a good or service. Overall satisfaction was
applied as a partial concept to measure a level of consumer experience (Oliver, 1997).
Oliver (1997) identified satisfaction as the consumer’s fulfillment response, defining it as
a judgment that a product, service feature, or the product or service itself, provided (or is
providing) a pleasurable level of consumption-related fulfillment, including levels of
under- or over-fulfillment. Satisfaction is not a universal phenomenon (Pizam and Ellis,
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1999). Because satisfaction relates to a customer’s subjective evaluation of his/her
experience, different customer groups are likely to use different criteria to evaluate a
given service experience, which varies depending on the situation and the circumstances
(Eccless and Durand, 1997). Therefore, not all consumers experience the same
satisfaction from the same service encounter (Pizam and Ellis, 1999). The feelings of
satisfaction or dissatisfaction are formed during and after the consumption and use of a
product or service, measuring it is a post-choice, evaluative judgment resulting from a
specific purchase selection and the experience of using or consuming it (Mowen and
Minor, 1998). In general, consumer satisfaction can be defined as the overall attitude
consumers have toward a product or service after they have consumed or used it.
Oliver (1997) classified four perspectives of satisfaction. From a consumer’s
perspective, satisfaction itself is a desirable end state of consumption or patronization; it
is a reinforcing, pleasurable experience that obviates the need to take additional redress
actions or to suffer the consequences of a bad decision. As such, it reaffirms the
consumer’s decision-making prowess. From a firm’s perspective, customer satisfaction is
one component of profitability, and, from an industry perspective, satisfaction with an
entire industry is a measurable phenomenon used in formulating policy from input to
regulatory. From a societal perspective, satisfied members of a society have better life
health, social, mental, or financial outcomes. While it is difficult to ascertain the causeand-effect relationship between favorable life outcomes and the perceived quality of life,
life satisfaction continues to be important for individuals, and even governments desiring
to be reelected by their constituents. Oliver (1997) emphasized the importance of the
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consumer fulfillment response, which implies that, when a goal exists, something needs
to be filled. Thus, fulfillment can be judged only with reference to a standard, and this
standard forms the basis for comparison, explaining why consumers can be content with
their level of satisfaction. Possible comparison references include prior satisfaction and
the satisfaction of another person. In this sense, satisfaction is measured by comparing
consumer expectations to actual experiences with products or services, with satisfaction
being the result of the comparison between what was expected and what was experienced
(Oliver, 1997).

Expectancy-Disconfirmation Paradigm
The most frequently used construct for determining satisfaction is the expectancydisconfirmation model, which is based on an evaluation that the experience was at least
as good as it was supposed to be (Mowen and Minor, 1998). In current satisfaction theory,
disconfirmation more commonly refers to the psychological interpretation of an
expectation-performance discrepancy, with consumers describing this concept in terms of
performance being better than or worse than expected. Disconfirmation results when
there are differences between what consumers want and what they actually receive in an
experience (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry, 1994). That is, disconfirmation is
measured as the gap between expectation and performance. If performance is below
expectation, negative disconfirmation results, and when performance is higher than
expectation, positive disconfirmation occurs. This theory sees expectations as the primary
determinant of customer dissatisfaction or satisfaction (Yuksel and Yuksel, 2001).
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Consumer expectations result from the perception of various pieces of information
relevant to a hospitality or tourism organization, including data originating from
individual-specific sources, pre-encounter sources, or intra-encounter sources (Clow,
Kurtz, and Ozment, 1996; Liu, Sudharshan, and Hamer, 2000). In addition, information
the consumer receives during service encounters influences the formation and level of
expectations (Yukel and Yukel, 2001).
The expectancy-disconfirmation paradigm has received considerable theoretical
and operational criticism; in particular, it has been criticized for including expectations
and using difference scores in assessing customer satisfaction (Yuksel and Yuksel, 2001).
Some have argued, for instance, that expectations measured after or even simultaneously
with the service experience are biased by the experience (Gronroos, 1993). Any
expectations, or bias, might be understated if the customer has a negative experience. For
example, the experience may result in a smaller difference than would otherwise be the
case, or a positive experience might cause an overstatement of expectations. Considering
this contamination effect, some researchers suggest that expectations should be solicited
before the service experience. Getty and Thomson (1994) argue that “To be of value,
expectations should be elicited prior to the service being provided; otherwise the risk is
great that expectations will be contaminated by perceptions of the actual service
provided” (p. 8). However, other hospitality and tourism researchers argue that measuring
expectations prior to the service experience is also problematic (Danaher and Mattsson,
1994). For instance, tourists may modify their expectations during the service encounter
using those modified, and perhaps more realistic, expectations as the standard of

15

comparison. In the research on tourist satisfaction, Weber (1997) concludes that
modification in expectations can occur as the importance attached to pre-trip expectations
change and a new set of expectations are formed as a result of multiple experiences
during the trip. Therefore, both previous and new expectation levels should be measured
to obtain an accurate change in tourist satisfaction (transaction-specific satisfaction) after
the experience of each product or service. This aggregation of separate multiple
satisfaction levels will play a role overall consumer satisfaction, predicting the intention
to revisit. For the study proposed here, these two concepts (transaction-specific
satisfaction and overall satisfaction) will be used to predict intention to revisit.

Service Quality
In many service experiences, customer satisfaction and service quality are
interrelated (Bitner and Hubbert, 1994). Perceived service quality is defined as the
customer’s assessment of overall excellence or superiority of a service (Zeithaml, 1988).
One of the most frequently cited models of evaluating customer service, SERVQUAL,
was developed by Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry (1985, 1988) to address quality
issues in service agencies. These researchers developed a method of examining consumer
expectation levels and perceived performance for a series of relevant attributes. Within
the SERVQUAL framework, there are five dimensions of service quality that form the
perception-minus-expectation gap. These dimensions are defined in Table 2.1. More
specifically, the questionnaire used in the SERVQUAL model consists of 22 statements
relating to service quality under five dimensions (tangibles, reliability, responsiveness,
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assurance, and empathy) that are presented in three sections. The first section asks
respondents for their expectations of the 22 items, while the second section measures
respondents’ perceptions of the services received for these items, and the third section
asks respondents to rate the importance of the five dimensions when evaluating service
quality. The conceptualization of SERVQUAL model (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry,
1988) was intended to be a generic measurement of service quality that could be applied
across different industries.

Table 2.1
Five Dimensions of Service Quality

Tangibles

Appearance of physical facilities, equipment, personnel, and communication
materials

Reliability

Ability to perform the promised service dependably and accurately

Responsiveness

Willingness to help customers and provide prompt service

Assurance

Knowledge and courtesy of employees and their ability to convey truth and
confidence

Empathy

The caring, individualized attention that the firm provides to its customers

Source: Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry (1988): “Communication and Control Processes in the Delivery
of Service Quality,” Journal of Marketing, Vol. 52 (1988), 36 – 48.

The SERVQUAL model (Brown, Churchill Jr., and Peter, 1993; Buttle, 1996),
however, has received criticism that is primarily focused on definition and application
issues. First, although many studies have examined the concepts of customer satisfaction
and service quality, little agreement has been reached on whether customer satisfaction
results from the degree of service quality provided or vice versa, as exemplified in the
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marketing and leisure literature (Absher, 1998; Crompton and MacKay, 1989; Cronin and
Taylor, 1992; Hamilton, Crompton, and More, 1991; MacKay and Crompton, 1990; Van
Dyke, Prybutok, and Kappelman, 1999; Wright, Duray, and Goodale, 1992). Some
researchers have concluded that there is no distinction between satisfaction and service
quality concepts (Iacobucci, Ostrom, and Grayson, 1995; LeBlanc, 1992). For example,
in the study of the perceived quality of a festival, Crompton and Love (1995) posited that
the service literature brought about confusion rather than clarification of the relationship
between consumer satisfaction and service quality. In addition, there is little evidence that
customers assess service quality in terms of the disconfirmation paradigm (i.e. the gap
between service expectations and actual service performance).
A second issue concerning the SERVQUAL and related models is the use of the
terms importance or expectation with regards to measuring what a visitor expects or
desires from an experience or encounter. Similar to the satisfaction-versus-service quality
issue, partial agreement has been attained; however, the definitional issues are still being
examined and disputed (Absher, 1998; Oh and Parks, 1997; Oh, 2001; Yuksel and
Rimmington, 1998; Van Dyke, Prybutok, and Kappelman, 1999). Parasuraman, Zeithaml,
and Berry (1985, 1988) emphasized that service quality is concerned with what the
service vender should provide, while others have indicated that a consumer’s desires or
ideal standard should be measured (Fornell, 1992; Spreng, MacKenzie, and Olshavsky,
1996). Ryan (1999) suggested that importance differs from expectation in that the former
represents a desired outcome while the latter may be a tolerated one. Importanceperformance analysis (IPA) measurement has been a frequently used method of relaying
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this customer service feedback to managers (Crompton and Duray, 1985; Guadagnolo,
1985; Hammitt, Bixler, and Noe, 1996; Hollenhorst, Olson, and Fortney, 1992). However,
according to Crompton and MacKay (1989), measuring expectations and perceptions of
quality is not enough to determine satisfaction; rather, the importance of individual
attributes must be identified so that management resources can be properly allocated.
The third criticism of the SERVQUAL model is that it was inappropriately based
on an expectations-disconfirmation model rather than on an attitudinal model of service
quality, reflective of what Cronin Jr. and Taylor (1992) call a “hesitance to call perceived
service quality an attitude.” In addition, SERVQUAL does not capture the dynamics of
changing expectations (Buttle, 1996). Performance-minus-expectations is thus considered
as “an inappropriate basis in the measurement of service quality” (Cronin Jr. and Taylor,
1994).
In short, while various researchers have advocated particular measures,
importance and expectations have been used interchangeably in the recreation and
tourism literature, sometimes in the form of importance-performance analysis and
sometimes in the context of gap scores (Crompton and MacKay, 1989; Toy, Rager and
Guadagnolo, 1989; Weiermair and Fuchs, 1999). Exactly what should be measured in a
given situation remains unclear. Teas (1993) further argued that, because the service
quality expectations concept might have discriminant validity shortcomings (i.e.
expectations not measuring service quality as well as expected), the perceptions-minusexpectations service quality measurement framework could be a misleading indicator of
customer perceptions of service quality. Thus, he suggested that eliminating the
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expectations measure and relying solely on the perception component would improve the
SERVQUAL model. Hence, Cronin argues for the superiority of the performance-basedonly measures of service quality as compared to the perceptions-minus expectations
measures, leading to the SERVPERF model (Cronin Jr. and Taylor, 1994).
As an alternative approach, Kettinger and Lee (1995) suggested the use of a
modified SERVQUAL instrument to assess the quality of the services supplied by an
information services provider. However, Van Dyke, Prybutok, and Kappelman’s (1999)
subsequent analysis of this instrument does not confirm the findings of Kettinger and Lee.
Similar to SERVQUAL, the customer service quality model (CSQ) was introduced to
leisure and recreation studies by Howat and his associates (1996). They advocate the
importance of an expanded approach to market segmentation in customer service quality
research, arguing that evaluating customer expectations in more detail provides leisure
service managers with valuable information to help them make sound decisions.
Despite the criticisms of SERVQUAL, it is still the most commonly used
framework since its introduction in 1988, and its questionnaire (Parsasuraman, Zeithaml
and Berry, 1988) is one of the preeminent instruments for measuring the quality of
services as perceived by customers in various situations. For this reason, the study
reported here will utilize the SERVPERF model modified from the SERVQUAL. Since
this model measures quality based only on consumer perceptions of the performance of a
service provider, it assesses service quality without relying on the disconfirmation
paradigm, taking its variations into account more fully its variations.
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Transaction-Specific Satisfaction
Transaction-specific satisfaction is concerned with consumer dissatisfaction or
satisfaction resulting from a discrete service encounter (Bitner and Hubbert, 1994). A
service encounter is the period of time during which the customer directly interacts with
some aspect of the service organization (e.g. hotels, golf courses, restaurants, theme parks,
and shopping centers), often in a marketer-controlled environment (Fisk, Grove, and John,
2004; Shostack, 1987). Specifically, transaction-specific satisfaction is the degree of
fulfillment of some need, desire, goal, or other pleasurable end state that results from a
specific exchange transaction between the consumer and a firm (Oliver, 1997).
For tourists (including travelers or recreationists), the evaluation of a product or
service in the tourism industry often depends on the evaluation of the service encounter
or the period of time when the tourist interacts directly with service or a product (Bitner
and Hubbert, 1994). For example, the interaction between salespeople and shoppers is a
vital component of product delivery, influencing shopper consumption motives and
satisfaction (Chang, Yang, and Yu, 2006). Knowledge of the factors that influence
traveler evaluations in a service encounter is particularly important during the time when
general perceptions of service quality are declining (Bitner, 1990). To understand service
encounter evaluation, Bitner (1990) developed a service encounter evaluation model
synthesizing consumer satisfaction, service marketing, and attribution theories. He
investigated this model to assess the effects of physical surroundings (“atmospherics”)
and employee responses (explanations and offers to compensate) on attribution and
satisfaction in a service context. In further research, Bitner and Hubbert (1994) extended
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the idea of satisfaction to two levels, testing the relationship between encounter
satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and quality. Since Bitner and Hubbert’s study, several
more have utilized these two separate levels of satisfaction (transaction-specific
satisfaction and overall satisfaction). Similarly, Gotlieb, Grewal, and Brown (1994)
applied a theoretical framework to help build a model that attempts to explain the
relationships between disconfirmation of expectations, perceived quality, transactionspecific satisfaction, perceived situational control, and behavioral intentions. This
suggests that the focal and contextual dimensions of disconfirmation of expectations
affect perceived quality as they influence behavioral intentions. In addition, they
suggested that perceived quality affects transactional-specific satisfaction, which, in turn,
is strongly related to the behavioral intentions of consumers (i.e. the recreationist, traveler,
or tourist). More specifically, the level of transaction-specific satisfaction and perception
of service quality influence the intention to purchase or reuse a product or service (Oliver,
1997). Jones and Suh (2000) investigated the relationship between transaction-specific
satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and revisit intentions. More recently, Veloutsou et al.
(2005) developed and tested the relationship between transaction-specific satisfaction and
overall satisfaction across cultures and languages. The concepts of transaction-specific
satisfaction and overall satisfaction in relation to various dimensions continue to be
explored, tested, and applied to various situations in the tourism industry. In this study,
the concept of transaction-specific satisfaction is utilized as an important predictor of
behavioral intentions to revisit.
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Overall Satisfaction
Overall satisfaction is based on information from all previous experiences with
the service provider that can be viewed as a function of all previous transaction-specific
satisfactions (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry, 1994; Shin and Elliott, 2001), and these
transactions can be many or few, depending on the number of times the consumer has
used a particular provider. In essence, it is an aggregation of all previous transactionspecific evaluations, updated after each specific one much like the expectations of overall
service quality are updated (Boulding et al., 1993).
In general, transaction-specific satisfaction may not be completely correlated with
overall satisfaction because service quality is likely to differ from one experience to
another, causing varying levels of transaction-specific satisfaction. In addition, many
mediators are involved in transaction-specific satisfaction. For example, Herrick and
McDonald (1992) found that the setting dimension was ranked as one of the most
important for explaining differences in traveler satisfaction among variables including
group behavior, perceived crowding, parking, encounters, and past experience. Even
though they are all statistically significant, the combination of these six variables
accounted for only 31% of the variance (Herrick and McDonald, 1992).
On the other hand, overall satisfaction can be viewed as a moving average that is
updated after each specific transaction, but remains relatively stable for a loyal customer
(Jones and Suh, 2000). For example, a traveler who is frustrated and uncomfortable
because his or her baggage has been lost in the hotel (i.e. low transition-specific
satisfaction) may still be satisfied with the hotel (i.e. overall satisfaction) because of
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multiple previous satisfactory encounters. Consequently, the hotel service manager can
expect continued business with this customer because of this high level of overall
satisfaction. Accumulated evaluations about products or services transformed to overall
satisfaction become a long-term standard that can also function as a basic standard when
customers are faced with similar services or products.
While the traditional approach of measuring consumer overall satisfaction relies
on a single-item measurement of overall satisfaction, an alternative approach has been
tried in the tourism industry (Burns, et al., 2003; Spreng, et al., 1996). This approach is
based on consumer response to the degree of satisfaction with the product or service
attribute, and the relative importance of each. Individual consumer overall satisfaction is
determined using a weighted average of the gap between the expectation of performance
(importance rating) and the actual experience (performance rating) for each attribute
(Burns, Graefe, and Absher, 2003; Homburg and Rudolph, 2001; Spreng, Mackenzie, and
Olshavsky, 1996). A model based on the comparison of a single-item approach and a
multi-attribute approach using traveler satisfaction data from the tourism industry has
been developed and utilized to predict future behavioral intentions (Baker and Crompton,
2000; Neal, Sirgy, and Uysal, 1999; Petrick, Morais, and Norman, 2001; Shin and Elliott,
2001).
In further research, Burns et al. (2003) explored the relationships between 19
customer satisfaction attributes, four satisfaction domains (facilities, services,
information, and recreation experience), and overall satisfaction across three user groups
(ramp users, campers, and day users). The significant finding in this study was the
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relationship between satisfaction-only measures and gap scores in determining which was
the better predictor of domain-level and overall satisfaction (Burns, Graefe, and Absher,
2003). The researchers found that the satisfaction-only measures were two to three times
stronger predictors of overall satisfaction than the gap scores (24 to 41 percent versus 8 to
14 percent). In many cases, the overall satisfaction variable was measured using a singleitem scale, such as a ten-point overall satisfaction scale (where one represents the worst
possible experience and ten the best). However, Jones and Suh (2000) utilized multiple
item scales (three semantic differential scales) to measure overall satisfaction. They
demonstrated that these scales cover a wider range of customer evaluation after each
experience. For the study reported here, overall satisfaction will be measured using three
semantic scales: dissatisfied – satisfied, displeased – pleased, and unfavorable – favorable.
The concept of overall satisfaction will then be utilized as an important antecedent in
predicting behavioral intentions to revisit the same golf course.

Summary
This chapter discussed how previous studies utilized consumer perceived service
quality, transaction-specific satisfaction, and overall satisfaction to predict behavioral
intention to revisit the same products or services. In previous studies, various conceptual
models measured customer perceived service quality, beginning with the SERVQUAL
model developed by Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry (1985, 1988) based on the
expectancy-disconfirmation paradigm. Later, Cronin and Taylor (1994) reconceptualized
the SERVQUAL model by developing the SERVPERF model to measure service quality.
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In addition, customer satisfaction has been used as an effective tool to predict behavioral
intentions to revisit a destination (Baker and Crompton, 2000; Neal, et al., 1999; Petrick,
Morais, and Norman, 2001; Shin and Elliott, 2001). Since Bitner and Hubbert (1994)
conceptualized consumer satisfaction as two separate stages, transaction-specific
satisfaction and overall satisfaction, other researchers have utilized separate satisfaction
concepts in their studies. For example, Jones and Suh (2000) empirically tested how well
transaction-specific satisfaction and overall satisfaction predict behavioral intentions to
revisit. More recently, Veloutsou et al., (2005) applied two satisfaction concepts to
measure the level of consumer evaluation across cultures and languages.
The following chapter discusses the conceptual development of service quality,
transaction-specific satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and behavioral intentions. The
relationship between these variables will also be discussed.
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CHAPTER THREE
CONCEPTUAL MODEL
This chapter defines the basic elements of the conceptual framework involving
service quality, transaction-specific satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and behavioral
intention that serves as the theoretical foundation for the study. It begins by providing an
overview of the previous dimensions for predicting satisfaction, then it relates service
quality to the previous conceptual model, followed by a discussion of transaction-specific
satisfaction and overall satisfaction. Finally, the relationship between service quality,
satisfaction, and behavioral intention is analyzed. The design of the proposed conceptual
framework and the items for measuring each concept (e.g. service quality, transactionspecific satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and revisit intentions) is also described.

Overview of Satisfaction Domains
Previous researchers identified various dimensions of satisfaction. For example,
Garvin (1983) reported eight quality dimensions in a goods manufacturing setting
(performance, features, reliability, conformance, durability, serviceability, aesthetics, and
perceived quality), while Norman (1988) found seven dimensions of satisfaction across
service delivery systems (visibility, mapping, affordance, constraints, customer control,
knowledge, and feedback). More recently, Bowen (2001) investigated the antecedents of
consumer satisfaction and dissatisfaction for extensive, inclusive tours, finding that these
include expectation, performance, disconfirmation, attribution, emotion, and equity. The
results of this study indicate that the overall antecedents support consumer satisfaction
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and dissatisfaction. In particular, the performance antecedent was found to have the most
significant effect on consumer satisfaction and dissatisfaction. Moreover, the
performance of the individual tourist was determined to be key. In further research of this
idea, Bigne, Andreu, and Gnoth (2005) measured satisfaction based on emotions. They
compared two competing models – the emotion cognition model and the cognitive theory
of emotions – in their study of the impact of emotions on satisfaction, willingness to pay,
and loyalty. They found that the latter is more effective in explaining the effect of
pleasure on satisfaction and loyalty. In addition, the results of the study suggest that
information priming positive disconfirmations can increase satisfaction as well as
willingness to pay.
One of most frequently used variables in these customer satisfaction models is the
performance of the service (or product) purchased by the customer (Tse and Wilton,
1988). For this reason, the study reported here uses customer perceptions of service
quality based on the performance of the service (or product) as an antecedent variable to
investigate the relationship between transaction-specific satisfaction and overall
satisfaction and revisit intention.

Overview of Service Quality
The service quality framework has received much attention from service
marketing researchers because of its influence on an organization’s financial success. The
most frequently used operationalization of quality has been the discrepancy measure
introduced by Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry (1988). Quality, which is the most
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important purchase decision factor influencing customer buying intention, also
contributes to customer satisfaction (Anderson and Zeithaml, 1984). Using focus groups,
Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry (1985, 1988) determined that attributes of customer
service could be grouped into 10 categories or dimensions: access, communication,
competence, courtesy, credibility, reliability, responsiveness, security, tangibles, and
understanding the customer. They later reduced these 10 to the five domains of service
quality – tangibles, reliability, responsiveness, assurance, and empathy – to develop the
SERVQUAL model. This model, a concise multi-item scale measuring consumer
perceptions of service quality (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry, 1988), suggests that
the attributes of the SERVQUAL are an antecedent of customer satisfaction. By
analyzing customer satisfaction, service managers can develop effective strategies for
increasing their return on investment (Anderson and Zeithaml, 1984). Several researchers
(Carman, 1990; MacKay and Crompton, 1990) suggest that the SERVQUAL approach
can be adapted to meet the needs of a particular service. For example, Cronin Jr. and
Taylor (1992) suggested that service quality should be conceptualized and measured as
an attitude, positing that the SERVQUAL questionnaire is a better measure of service
quality when used as a performance-based measure without a comparison with
expectations. The results of their study demonstrated that the performance-only model
(SERVPERF) is superior in four industries (banking, pest control, dry cleaning, and fast
food). More recently, Howat, Absher, Crilley, and Milne (1996) developed a CSQ
(customer service quality) model of recreational service performance that includes four
domains: facilities sufficiency, facilities operations, services, and information. Their
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approach, adapted from the work of Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry (1988), reduced
the customer satisfaction model to four relatively tangible components, and these
domains represent elements of recreation areas that can be manipulated by management
to provide a quality recreation experience. These domains include the managerially
relevant concepts of facilities, services, and information. In furthering this research area,
Baker and Crompton (2000) grouped 18 attributes into four domains to measure the
quality of performance at a festival, including the generic features characteristic of most
festivals; the specific entertainment features of the festival; the information sources,
consisting of the printed program, street maps, and information booths; and the comfort
amenities relating to the overall comfort of the festival participants. They found that high
performance quality increased loyalty, which increased the probability that participants
would return and would spread positive comments about the festival.
Even though researchers have used various dimensions to measure customer
perceptions of service quality, the most predominant conceptual model is SERVQUAL.
The overview of the literature, especially analysis of the SERVPERF model (Cronin Jr.
and Taylor, 1992) modified from the SERVQUAL, indicates that the model is
appropriate for the purposes of this study. To measure service quality, this model,
including the 22 items developed for the research reported here, is used to measure
customer perceptions of the service quality at a golf course.
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Overview of Transaction-Specific Satisfaction
and Overall Satisfaction
In her 1990 investigation of the evaluation of service encounter satisfaction for a
travel agency, Bitner defined a service encounter as the period of time a customer
interacts directly with service organizations. Building on this research, Bitner and
Hubbert (1994) classified concepts of satisfaction and defined two stages: service
encounter satisfaction and overall satisfaction. Next, they explored three interrelated
constructs – service encounter satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and service quality –
confirming that customers distinguished among these three. Of the three constructs,
customers perceived that service encounter satisfaction was the most distinguishable.
More recently, Jones and Suh (2000) investigated the distinction between transactionspecific satisfaction, which they called service encounter satisfaction, and overall
satisfaction. Bitner and Hubbert (1994) explored the relation between these two and
revisit intentions. They demonstrated that the two types of satisfaction could be
distinguished from each other. In addition, they found that overall satisfaction has a direct
influence on revisit intentions as well as a moderating influence between transactionspecific satisfaction and revisit intentions. When overall satisfaction is high, transactionspecific satisfaction has a weak effect on revisit intentions, but when overall satisfaction
is low, transaction-specific satisfaction has a more significant effect on revisit intentions.
Veloutsou et al. (2005) examined the equivalence of the customer satisfaction survey
instrument among four different cultures and languages using two concepts of
satisfaction: transaction-specific satisfaction and overall satisfaction.
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As this review indicates, few studies investigate the relationship between service
quality (both transaction-specific satisfaction and overall satisfaction) and revisit
intention; most of them focus on the relationship with overall satisfaction. Because
overall satisfaction consists of the accumulation of previous transaction-specific
satisfactions, research focusing on its relationship and other variables, such as service
quality and transaction-specific variables, is both appropriate and valid. In addition,
current transaction-specific experience is evaluated and updated, informing overall
satisfaction (Bitner and Hurbbert, 1994). While Jones and Suh (2000) investigated the
relationship between both satisfaction types (transaction-specific satisfaction and overall
satisfaction) and revisit intentions, they did not clearly identify a customer evaluation
standard based on whether transaction-specific experience or overall experience predicted
revisit intentions. For the study reported here, the effect of transaction-specific
satisfaction and overall satisfaction is examined to determine which is more accurate in
predicting revisit intentions.

Relationship between Service Quality, Satisfaction, and Intentions
Since the disconfirmation paradigm has been used most frequently in the study of
service quality and satisfaction, most conceptual models used are based on this paradigm
and the dimensions are modified to predict customer satisfaction. Crompton and MacKay
(1989) examined customer satisfaction in recreation settings using Parasuraman,
Zeithaml, and Berry’s (1988) five dimensions (assurance, reliability, responsiveness,
empathy, and tangibles). Crompton, MacKay, and Fesenmaier (1991) subsequently found
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that, in the context of recreation service delivery, only four of these five attributes were
applicable (assurance, reliability, responsiveness, and tangibles). More recently, Akama
and Kieti (2003) applied the SERVQUAL model to measure the satisfaction of tourists
visiting Kenya’s wildlife safari. They tried to identify the main park attributes influencing
overall visitor satisfaction using 29 attributes categorized into seven dimensions. These
dimensions included tangibles, reliability, responsiveness, assurance, empathy, price, and
perceived value. The results of this study indicate that overall perception values exceeded
expectation values for 26 of the 29 attributes, meaning that the wildlife safari national
park offers high-quality tourism products and services.
Other researchers have applied customer expectations and perceptions to
measure both service quality and satisfaction and then applied these results to predict
behavioral intentions. For example, Boulding et al. (1993) used customer expectations
and perceptions to measure perceived service quality. To do so, they developed a
behavioral process model of perceived service quality, viewing perceptions of its
dimensions as a function of a customer’s prior expectations of what will and what should
transpire during a service encounter as well as the customer’s most recent contact with
the service delivery system. These perceptions of quality form the basis for a customer’s
overall perception of quality, which, in turn, predicts the customer’s behavioral intentions
(Boulding et al., 1993).
In 1992, Cronin, Jr., and Taylor investigated the conceptualization and
measurement of service quality and the relationships between service quality, consumer
satisfaction, and purchase intentions, investigating an alternative method of
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operationalizing. Their findings indicate that a performance-based measure of service
quality may be an improved means of measuring the service quality construct.
Furthermore, they found that service quality is an antecedent of consumer satisfaction
that has a significant effect on purchase intentions. Service quality, however, has less
effect on purchase intentions than does consumer satisfaction. On the other hand, Baker
and Crompton (2000) found that perceived service quality was significant in predicting
behavioral intentions. Their investigation was based on two assumptions about quality,
satisfaction and behavioral intentions: (1) perceived quality of performance will have a
stronger total effect on behavioral intentions than will satisfaction and (2) the perceptions
measure of quality will have a greater total effect on behavioral intentions, and its data
will fit the model better than will the subjective disconfirmation measure data.
In addition, both perceived service quality and customer satisfaction have been
used to predict intention to revisit or reuse (Baker and Crompton, 2000; Barsky, 1992;
Boulding et al., 1993; Taylor and Baker, 1994). Similarly, Woodside, Frey, and Daly
(1989) proposed that overall consumer satisfaction with a service is positive and
substantial when the consumer perceives high service quality. These findings suggest that
an attempt to improve one of the constructs will improve the other, meaning that, in order
to predict behavioral intentions more accurately, these two constructs may need to be
integrated.
In the conceptual framework of the study reported here, service quality was used
as an antecedent in predicting revisit intentions. To measure this construct, modified
conceptual items from the performance-only model, SERVPERF, developed by Cronin Jr.
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and Taylor (1992) were used. More specifically, in order to measure customer perceived
service quality, 22 items based on the SERVPERF model were analyzed (Table 3.1).
Figure 3.1 represents the relationship between these 22 items to the five domains used to
measure service quality. Four items (TG1, TG2, TG3, and TG4) are representative of the
tangibles domain, five items (RL1, RL2, RL3, RL4, and RL5) of the reliability domain,
four items (RP1, RP2, RP3, and RP4) of the responsiveness domain, four items of the
assurance domain (AR1, AR2, AR3, and AR4), and five items (EP1, EP2, EP3, EP4, and
EP5) of the empathy. This conceptual model was tested through second-order CFA
(confirmatory factor analysis) to determine the strength of the relationships among the
items supporting each domain and the aggregate perceived service quality. This
aggregated perceived service quality was used as a single item for path analysis with
transaction-specific satisfaction and overall satisfaction to predict revisit intention. In
addition, the mediating effect of both types of satisfaction (transaction-specific and
overall) between service quality and revisit intention was investigated and compared.
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Table 3.1
Instrument Measuring Service Quality
1. The golf course has up-to-date equipment.
2. The physical facilities of the golf course are visually appealing.
3. The employees of the golf course are well dressed and appear neat.
4. The appearance of the physical facilities of the golf course is in keeping with the
type of services provided.
5. When this golf course promises to do something by a certain time, it does so.
6. When you have problems, the golf course is sympathetic and reassuring.
7. The golf course is dependable.
8. The golf course provides its services at the time it promises to do so.
9. The golf course keeps accurate records.
10. The golf course does not tell its customers exactly when services will be performed.
11. You do not receive prompt service from employees of the golf course.
12. Employees of the golf course are not always willing to help customers.
13. Employees of the golf course are too busy to respond to customer requests promptly.
14. You can trust employees of the golf course.
15. You can feel safe in your transactions with the golf course's employees.
16. Employees of the golf course are polite.
17. Employees receive adequate support from the golf course to do their jobs well.
18. The golf course does not give you individual attention.
19. Employees of the golf course do not give you personal attention.
20. Employees of the golf course do not know what your needs are.
21. The golf course does not have your best interests at heart.
22. The golf course does not have operating hours convenient for all their customers.
Source: Modified from Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry (1988); SERVQUAL: A multiple-item scale for
measure consumer perceptions of service quality, Journal of Retailing, Vol. 64 (1), 12 – 40.
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v1
v2
Tangibles
v3
v4
v5
v6
Reliability

v7
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v9
v10
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Responsiveness

Service Quality

v12
v13
v14
v15

Assurance

v16
v17
v18
v19
v20

Empathy

v21
v22

Source: Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry (1988): SERVQUAL: A multiple-item scale for measure
consumer perceptions of service quality, Journal of Retailing, Vol. 64 (1), 12 – 40.

Figure3.1
Service Quality Model (second-order factor model)

To measure customer satisfaction, the study used a series of seven-point semantic
differential scales (Agustin and Singh, 2005; Oliver and DeSarbo, 1988; Jones and Suh,
2000; Westbrook, 1987); each scale featured three items measuring transaction-specific
satisfaction and three measuring overall satisfaction. For the transaction-specific
satisfaction of the last experience, a seven-point scale was used, with anchors ranging
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from dissatisfied to satisfied (TS1), from displeased to pleased (TS2), and from
unfavorable to favorable (TS3). Similarly, a seven-point scale to measure overall
satisfaction was also used, with anchors ranging from dissatisfied to satisfied (OS1), from
displeased to pleased (OS2), and from unfavorable to favorable (OS3).
To measure revisit intentions, Jones and Suh (2000) used three seven-point
semantic differential items, but they did not specify whether the prediction of revisit
intentions used were based on the evaluation of transaction-specific experience or based
on the evaluation of the overall experience. Two additional intention variables were
added to the conceptual model used, specifying these relationships to determine the
individual impacts of the transaction-specific experience and the overall experience on
revisit intentions. This specification of the intention variables will be help to clarify
which relationship is more powerful in predicting revisit intentions. Therefore, revisit
intentions are measured using nine items categorized into three dimensions. First, to
measure unspecified revisit intentions (RI), a seven-point scale was used with anchors
ranging from unlikely to likely (RI1), from improbable to probable (RI2), and impossible
to possible (RI3). Second, to measure revisit intentions based on transaction-specific
satisfaction (RIT), a seven-point scale was used with anchors ranging from unlikely to
likely (RIT1), from improbable to probable (RIT2), and from impossible to possible
(RIT3). Finally, to measure revisit intentions based on overall satisfaction (RIO), a sevenpoint scale was used with anchors ranging from unlikely to likely (RIO1), from
improbable to probable (RIO2), and from impossible to possible (RIO3).
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Tangibles

OS

RIO

Reliability

Responsiveness

RI

Service Quality

Assurance

TS

RIT

Empathy

Figure 3.2
Proposed Conceptual Model: Relationships between Service Quality,
Transaction-Specific Satisfaction, Overall Satisfaction,
and Revisit Intentions
As shown in Figure 3.2, the three independent variables (perceived service
quality, transaction-specific satisfaction, and overall satisfaction) and the three dependent
variables (unidentified revisit intention, revisit intention from transaction-specific
satisfaction, and revisit intention from overall satisfaction) were investigated using path
analysis. First, perceived service quality, transaction-specific satisfaction, and overall
satisfaction were investigated to determine their relationship with revisit intention. Then,
to measure unspecified revisit intentions, the three items, RI1, RI2, and RI3 based on
semantic differential scales, were used with satisfaction items, TS1, TS2, TS3, OS1, OS2,
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and OS3. Finally, each group of three items for the independent variables (TS, OS) was
combined as one measurement value. Also, each three-item set for the dependent
variables (RI, RIT, and RIO) was combined as one measurement value. Then, their
relationships between independent variables and dependent variables were compared to
specify the prediction ability through path analysis.
As this overview of the previous literature suggests, service quality, transactionspecific satisfaction, and overall satisfaction have been found to be important antecedents
predicting revisit intentions. In addition, overall satisfaction has been demonstrated to be
directly related to behavioral intentions (Barsky, 1992) and, as such, the most powerful
variable (Jones and Suh, 2000). However, given that Jones and Suh’s study did not
specify whether customer evaluation was based on transaction-specific or overall
experience in predicting revisit intentions, this study addresses this issue by analyzing the
relationship between service quality, transaction-specific satisfaction, and overall
satisfaction in predicting revisit intention for customers of the same golf course. It
examined the predictive power of each variable, explaining the relationships among them.
In addition, to specify the predictive power of transaction-specific satisfaction and overall
satisfaction, two additional revisit intention variables were investigated individually, with
evaluation based on these two types of satisfaction. The subsequent findings were then
related to compare the mean difference among the demographic variables (gender, age,
education, and income) as well as the mean difference among the golfers (type and
experience).
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Summary
The first part of this chapter provided an overview of the satisfaction domains for
predicting satisfaction from early 1980s research. The model of service quality and the
construction of transaction-specific satisfaction and overall satisfaction were then
analyzed. In addition, the relationship between service quality, transaction-specific
satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and revisit intentions was discussed. The chapter
concluded with the introduction of the conceptual model forming the basis for the
research reported here.
Four variables (service quality, transaction-specific satisfaction, overall
satisfaction, and revisit intentions) were used to define and describe the basic concept of
the conceptual framework of this study; specifically, service quality was measured using
confirmatory factor analysis of 22 items adapted from the SERVPERF model. It included
high-order factor analysis. As a result, perceived service quality congregated as a single
item, serving as the theoretical foundation for predicting behavioral intentions. To specify
the predictive power of transaction-specific satisfaction and overall satisfaction in
predicting revisit intentions, two additional revisit intention variables were tested with the
evaluation of the experience today and the evaluation of all of the experiences with the
golf course.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
This chapter details the methodology used to achieve the research objectives of
the study, including the steps taken to implement the study at a golf course in South
Carolina. The course and its surrounding areas will be described. Then, the population,
the sampling method, and the sample size will be discussed, followed by the development
of the data collection instrument. Finally, the variable description, the hypothesis, and the
data analysis will be explained.

Study Area
The current study was conducted at the Boscobel Country Club golf course in
Pendleton, South Carolina. This course includes 18 holes with snack bar and grill, ample
parking, and a driving range. The Boscobel Country Club offers three types of
membership based on age (Full: age 30 and up; Junior: age 22 to 30; Senior: age 60 and
up). Through its online shop, it provides services such as tee-time check, golf course
description, and special discount tickets, among others (Boscobel Country Club, 2007).
This study analyzed golfers between March and April 2008 because the spring
season is the starting point for this sport. The primary objective was to examine the
relationship between the golfers’ perceptions of service quality, their transaction-specific
satisfaction, their overall satisfaction, and their revisit intentions. A secondary objective
was to examine 22 service quality items, specifically whether they can be used to
construct a service quality model. To do so, this study conducted CFA (confirmatory
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factory analysis) to examine the reliability and the validity of the measures used to
ascertain whether they support the research hypothesis and objectives. These service
quality measurement tools, in conjunction with transaction-specific satisfaction and
overall satisfaction, were then examined to determine their effectives in predicting revisit
intentions. In addition, this study investigated the mediation effect of transaction-specific
satisfaction and overall satisfaction in relation to service quality and revisit intention.
Further, this study investigated the moderating effect of overall satisfaction in relation to
transaction satisfaction and revisit intention. Finally, it examined the mean differences of
the demographic data (e.g. age, gender, and income) and golfer information (e.g.
frequency of playing, average score, and group types) that may affect golfer satisfaction
and perceived service quality.

Data Collection
Golfers who play at the Boscobel Country club were used as the sample for this
study because they represent various types of golfers found in South Carolina and in the
southeastern United States. Subjects were selected using a systematic stratified sampling
procedure. The sample was then further stratified to ensure that various times (weekdays,
weekends, and specific times of the day) were represented. Potential respondents,
therefore, were systematically selected by day of visit (weekdays or weekends) from
March through April.
According to the National Golf Foundation (NGF) (2007), there are
approximately 28.7 million golfers in the United States, where “golfer” is defined as

43

anyone 18 years old or older who has played at least one regulation round of golf in the
past 12 months. Approximately 37 million Americans are golf participants, which is
defined as anyone five years old or older who has either played a round of golf or visited
a golf practice facility. In 2006, there were 15,990 golf facilities, 11,608 of which were
open to the public (NGF, 2007). The average number of golfers at each golf facility was
approximately 2,472. The case proposed for this study includes approximately 2,500
golfers. Dillmans’ (2007) study of sample size indicates that a sample size of 580 is
appropriate for a population of approximately 4, 000 for a 95 percent confidence level
with a sampling error of ±3 percent. While there is no correct sample size for structural
equation modeling, heuristics suggest that the researcher use a maximum likelihood
estimation, the most commonly used method. For this method Hair, Anderson, Tatham,
and Black (1998) suggest a minimum sample size of 100. Therefore, the sample size for
is the study should range between 100 and 580 participants. The survey used here should
include minimum of 100 and a maximum 580 golfers from the golf course who are
selected using a systematic sampling method in the club house or parking lot. Distributors
should collect at least 100 or more questionnaires in person and at specific times (e.g.
Friday 8 a.m. to 4 p.m.) over 10 days in March and April 2008.

Data Instrument
The proposed questionnaire consists of three sections. Section one measures the
golfers’ evaluation of their transaction-specific and overall experiences to measure their
level of transaction-specific and overall satisfaction, relating them to the intention to
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revisit. Section two measures golfers’ past experiences and information. Section three
measures perceived service quality, section four measures the golfers’ intentions, and
section five asks for demographic information (See Appendix A).
The first question in section one identify the transaction-specific experience at
the golf course using three semantic differential items to evaluate each golfer’s
experience of their current day at the golf course. Question two measures all the
experiences the golfers have had with the golf course, also using three semantic
differential scales. Section two asks for characteristics about the golfers, and consists of
open-ended and multiple choice questions. Questions three through nine ask respondents
about their experiences and characteristics (e.g. number of visits, type of visits, and
frequency of play). Question 10 of section three inquires about the golfer’s perceived
quality, and asks the respondents to rate the overall service quality of the golf course
based on their experiences with it. This questions consists of 22 items based on the
SERVPERF model (Cronin Jr. and Tyler, 1992). In section four, question 11 asks about
the golfers’ intentions to revisit the golf course, including asking respondents to rate three
semantic differential scales of intentions (11-a), three semantic differential scales of
intentions based on today’s experience with the golf course (11-b), and three semantic
differential scales of intentions based on all of experiences with the golf course (11-c).
Finally, section five asks for demographic information about the golfers through openended and multiple choice questions. Questions 12 through 17 ask about gender, income,
education level, and occupation.
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Pilot Test
The pilot test was performed to analyze the questionnaire for respondent
understanding in terms of question meaning, appropriateness of response categories, and
question clarity. In addition, the test was performed to measure the amount of time
necessary for respondents to complete the survey. The first version of the questionnaire
took approximately 15 minutes to complete for the pilot sample of 37 Clemson
University students. After this pilot test, we found that questionnaire needed changes in
question design and the order of several questions. The survey was then corrected to
maintain a smooth flow and to reduce survey time. The section about golfer intention was
moved from the section two to the section four to prevent respondents’ confusion
regarding the similar scales used on each section of questions. Examples were also added
to two perceived service quality questions, “the golf club is dependable”, and “the golf
club keeps accurate records” assist with respondent understanding. Three demographic
questions (current living place, population of their city, and ethnic background) were
deleted from the fifth section to shorten the demographic section. Other minor word
corrections were performed to increase respondent understanding.
A second pilot test was performed to review the clarity and timing of the final
version of the survey and to assess the correction of replaced words and design of the
questionnaire. A total of 50 surveys were collected from the target population to check
the time required to complete the survey and to obtain of more meaningful and accurate
data. The final version of the questionnaire took approximately twelve minutes for
respondents to complete. In addition, all questions were able to successfully measure
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respondent evaluation. No further corrections were needed to collect accurate data from
target population.

Testing of Research Objectives
The analysis of the data was conducted using the structural equation modeling
software EQS for CFA (confirmatory factor analysis) and SPSS for MANOVA
(multivariate analysis of variance) or MANCOVA (multivariate analysis of covariance)
to relate mean differences in demographic data and golfer information with service
quality, transaction-specific satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and revisit intention. A
significance level of .05 was used to test all hypotheses in this study. More specifically,
the independent variables of perceived service quality, transaction-specific satisfaction,
and overall satisfaction were analyzed using CFA and then path analysis was used for the
revisit intentions, meaning that, as a dependent variable, revisit intention was predicted
based on perceived service quality, transaction-specific satisfaction, and overall
satisfaction.
A descriptive profile of the respondents in this study was created, including
frequency distribution, valid percents, and means. For the first stage of the analysis, the
customer perceived service quality was determined through the 22 items identified apriori as being appropriate for measuring service quality. The service quality construct
was then analyzed using CFA, relating the second-order factor structure with quality as
the higher-order factor. To assess the model, the global model fit was assessed using Chisquare analysis, and then three measures of model fit indices were used: the Steiger-Lind
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root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) (Steiger, 1990) with a 90 percent
confidence interval; the Bentler comparative fit index (CFI) (Bentler, 1990); and the
Bentler-Bonett non-normed fit index (NNFI) (Bentler and Bonett, 1980). Acceptable fit
for CFI and NNFI are approximately 0.9 or higher, while it is 0.08 or lower for the
RMSEA (Hair et al., 1998).
Next, service quality was related to transaction-specific satisfaction, overall
satisfaction, and revisit intentions using path analysis to investigate causal relations
among the variables in the conceptual model. Each variable used three semantic
differential items to measure its level, and these three scores for each were compounded
to compute one average score. These average scores, which represented each variable as
a single item, were analyzed using path analysis. To assess the path model fit, Chi-square
analysis, RMSEA, CFI, and NNFI were evaluated.
The focus of this research was to compare and analyze a conceptual framework
describing the relationship of golfers’ perceived service quality, transaction-specific
satisfaction, and overall satisfaction in predicting their intentions to revisit a golf course.
Specifically, the research objectives are described in the sections below.

Research Objective 1
The first research objective is to test the effectiveness of the service quality
construct including transaction-specific satisfaction and overall satisfaction in predicting
revisit intentions.
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H1-a. A second-order SQ factor will be effective without depending on first-order
factors in predicting revisit intentions (RI, RIT, and RIO).
To evaluate the service quality construct, CFA will be conducted. First, perceived
service quality was analyzed using CFA. The 22 items involving the five dimensions in
the conceptual model (tangibles, reliability, responsiveness, assurance, and empathy)
were evaluated for model fit using Chi-square analysis, RMSEA, CFI, and NNFI. This
test examined the second-order factor structure with perceived service quality being the
higher-order factor. Then, the perceived service quality score from the second-order
factor structure was analyzed with transaction-specific satisfaction and overall
satisfaction in predicting revisit intentions. To identify the direct effect of perceived
service quality to predict revisit intention, the path coefficient between perceived service
quality and revisit intention was analyzed. Further, to identify the indirect effect of
perceived service quality to predict revisit intention, the mediating effect of transactionspecific and overall satisfaction between perceived service quality and revisit intention
was investigated using path-analysis in H1-b and H1-c.
H1-b. TS will mediate the relationship between SQ and RI.
To examine the mediation of transaction-specific satisfaction between perceived
service quality and revisit intention, a path coefficient was used to investigate the link
between the intervening variable (transaction-specific satisfaction), the independent
variable (perceived service quality), and the dependent variable (revisit intention).
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H1-c. OS will mediate the relationship between SQ and RI.
To examine the mediation of overall satisfaction between the perceived service
quality and the revisit intention, a path coefficient was used to explore the link between
the intervening variable (overall satisfaction), the independent variable (perceived service
quality), and the dependent variable (revisit intention) using path-analysis.

Research Objective 2
The second research objective was to investigate the prediction ability between
transaction-specific satisfaction and overall satisfaction with revisit intentions.
H2-a. TS will have an effect on RI.
To examine the relationship between transaction-specific satisfaction and revisit
intention, a path coefficient was used to investigate the link between the independent
variable (transaction-specific satisfaction) and the dependent variable (revisit intention)
using path-analysis.
H2-b. OS will have an effect on RI.
To examine the relationship between overall satisfaction and revisit intention, a
path coefficient was used to determine the link, if any, between the independent variable
(overall satisfaction) and the dependent variable (revisit intention) using path-analysis.
H2-c. OS will mediate the relationship between TS and RI.
To examine the mediation of overall satisfaction between transaction-specific
satisfaction and revisit intention, a path coefficient was used to explore the link between
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the intervening variable (overall satisfaction), the independent variable (transactionspecific satisfaction), and the dependent variable (revisit intention) using path-analysis.
H2-d and H2-e. H2-d: The effect of TS on RI will be similar to the effect of OS
on RI. H2-e: The effect of TS on RIT will be similar to the effect of OS on RIO.
To evaluate the satisfaction construct involving revisit intentions, three
relationships were determined using path analysis. First, the relationship between
transaction-specific satisfaction (TS) and overall satisfaction (OS) will be examined in
relation to the revisit intention (RI) (H2-d). Secondly, customer satisfaction based on only
transaction-specific satisfaction (TS) was examined in relation to the revisit intentions
based on the evaluation of the transaction-specific experience (RIT) (H2-e). Finally,
customer satisfaction based on only overall satisfaction (OS) was examined in relation to
the revisit intention based on the evaluation of the overall experience (RIO) (H2-e). The
results of these two analyses were compared to determine the accuracy of the prediction
based on revisit intentions. These comparisons (TS to RI vs. TS to RIT and OS to RI vs.
OS to RIO) are needed because the study conducted by Jones and Suh (2000) did not
identify the type of satisfaction they used to predict revisit intentions (either transactionspecific satisfaction or overall satisfaction). In addition, this comparison will be useful to
demonstrate which type of satisfaction is the more powerful predictor. For this path
analysis, six items of the independent variables (three items for transaction-specific
satisfaction and three for overall satisfaction) and six items of the dependent variables
(three of revisit intentions based on the evaluation of the transaction-specific experience
and three of revisit intentions based on the evaluation of the overall experience) in the
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conceptual model will be aggregated as a single score for each variable and will be tested
for model fit using Chi-square analysis, RMSEA, CFI, and NNFI.

Research Objective 3
Finally, to examine if there are differences in the service quality, transactionspecific satisfaction, and overall satisfaction for various golfer segments based on age,
education level, income, gender, employment, residence, average score (AS), number of
group (NG), frequency of playing golf last year (GLY), and overall golf experience
(OGE), ANOVA, MANOVA, or MANCOVA were used to test the hypotheses (H3-a
through H3-h) for finding a significant change between independent and dependant
variables.
H3-a through H3-h.


H3-a: There is no significant difference in TS with golfer age, education
level, and income.



H3-b: There is no significant difference in OS with golfer age, education
level, and income.



H3-c: There is no significant difference in TS with golfer gender,
employment, and residence.



H3-d: There is no significant difference in OS with golfer gender,
employment, and residence.



H3-e: There is no significant difference in TS with golfer AS, NG, GLY,
and OGE.



H3-f: There is no significant difference in OS with golfer AS, NG, GLY,
and OGE.
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H3-g: There is no significant difference in RI with golfer age, education
level, income, gender, employment, and income.



H3-h: There is no significant difference in RI with golfer AS, NG, GLY,
and OGE.

The analysis type – ANOVA, MANOVA, or MANCOVA – was decided based
on correlation among dependent variables. Basically, all three analyses were used to
identify whether changes in the independent variables had a significant effect on the
dependent variables (e.g. service quality, transaction-specific satisfaction, and overall
satisfaction).

Summary
This chapter introduced the hypotheses and discussed the methodology that
guided this study. The study area was defined and discussed, as was the sample selection
procedures including the sample size and the methods employed. Finally, the data
collection and the analytical methods were explained.
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CHAPTER FIVE
RESULTS
This chapter is divided into three major sections. The first section provides a
clarification of the response rate for the study. The second section presents the descriptive
characteristics of the respondents and analyzes the reliability of the scales used to
measure the study’s variables. Finally, the third section reports the findings of the
hypotheses examining the relationship between the golfers’ perceptions of service quality,
transaction-specific satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and intention to revisit.

Study Sample
For the collection of the data, a non-random sampling design was applied to select
potential respondents at two locations (the parking lot area and the pro shop) of the
Boscobel Country Club. Staff members were allocated to each spot on the golf course,
and they distributed the questionnaires with a cover letter requesting participation in the
study. A total of 408 golfers were asked to participate and the overall response rate was
86.1% (see Table 5.1). There were 349 questionnaires collected, of which 44
questionnaires were unusable because the respondents did not fill them out completely.
For the CFA and path analysis of the study, the remaining 305 respondents were
inspected for outliers, and 9 items from the 305 samples were eliminated based on the
Mahalanobis score (cut point: X227 = 40.11). After this data screening, the remaining
cases (n = 296) were analyzed.
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Table 5.1
Response Rate by Sample Date
Date

Sample

Completed

Unusable

Response Rate

1

3/18

35

30

4

85.7%

2

3/20

47

44

5

93.6%

3

3/21

48

44

4

91.7%

4

3/22

70

64

6

91.4%

5

3/24

16

13

1

81.3%

6

3/25

14

11

4

78.6%

7

3/26

55

50

6

90.9%

8

3/28

56

49

7

87.5%

9

4/2

17

12

3

70.6%

10

4/3

24

18

3

75.0%

11

4/4

18

10

1

55.6%

12

4/15

8

4

0

50.0%

408

349

44 (out of 349)

86.1%

Total

Description of the Sample
Table 5.2 shows the demographic characteristics of the sample. The majority of
the respondents were male (94.6%), and their average age was approximately 44.5 years
old. The majority of the respondents (21.6%) indicated that they were in their fifties, with
the second largest age group being in their twenties (18.2%). The third largest age group
indicated they were in their thirties (17.9%).
Respondents were asked their education levels. Over one-third (41.6%) attended
four-year college, 22% completed high school, 18.2% completed graduate school, and
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16.6% completed two-year colleges. Less than one percent of the respondents did not
complete high school (or other types of school).
Respondents were asked for their total household income for the previous year.
The income category most frequently reported by respondents was $50,000 to $99,999
(38.9%), followed by those at $100,000 to $149,999 (24.7%). Approximately 13%
selected $150,000 or more, 11.5% reported earning $30,000 to $49,999, and 6.1%
reported earning $10,000 to $29,999. Approximately 5.7% selected under $10,000.
Respondents were also asked about their employment situation. The majority of
the respondents hold a full-time job (61.5%), while 20.3% were retired, and 8.4% were
students. Approximately 8% of the respondents hold a part time job, while 2% do not
have a job.
Respondents were asked their zip codes to identify their residences. The majority
of respondents live in South Carolina (85.5%), while 14.5% live in Georgia, 3% live in
North Carolina, and 2% live in another state (FL, VA, MI, etc.; each represented less than
1%).
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Table 5.2
Demographic Characteristics of the Sample
Variable
Gender (N=296)

Age (N=296)

Education (N=296)

Categories

Frequency

Percent

280

94.6%

Female

16

5.4%

Under 19

14

4.7%

20-29

54

18.2%

30-39

53

17.9%

40-49

52

17.6%

50-59

64

21.6%

60-69

41

13.9%

Over 70

18

6.1%

1

0.3%

High school

67

22.6%

Two-year college

49

16.6%

Four-year college

123

41.6%

Graduate school

54

18.2%

2

0.7%

Under $10,000

17

5.7%

$10,000-$29,999

18

6.1%

$30,000-$49,999

34

11.5%

$50,000-$99,999

115

38.9%

$100,000-$149,999

73

24.7%

$150,000 or more

39

13.2%

Full-time

182

61.5%

Part-time

23

7.8%

6

2%

Retired

60

20.3%

Student

25

8.4%

253

85.5%

Georgia

9

3%

North Carolina

6

2%

28

9.5%

Male

Under high school

Other
Income (N=296)

Employment (N=296)

Unemployed

Residence (N=296)

South Carolina

Other
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Table 5.3 shows past experience and other information about the golfers. Of the
respondents, 85.5% had played at the same golf course before, and 14.2% reported that it
was their first time playing the course. On average, the respondents have played golf at
this course for 12.4 years. Since their first visit, the respondents have played golf an
average of 230.2 times. Last year, they played golf an average of 32.2 times. The average
score for an 18-hole game of golf for the respondents was 89.8, with the average number
in the group being 3.5 players. The majority of respondents played golf with their friends
(76.4%), with the next most frequently indicated relationship being family (13.9%),
followed by business associates (3.7%), and playing alone (2.7%). Another 1.7% played
through some other types of relationship, such as a school golf team.
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Table 5.3
Golfergraphic Information and the Past Golf Experience
Variable

N

Mean

Percent

Past visit (N=296): Yes

254

85.8%

No

42

14.2%

Years of golf played

296

12.4

Total number of golf rounds played

296

230.2

Number of golf rounds played last year

296

31.2

Score for 18 holes

296

89.8

Number of group members

296

3.5

Type of group (N=296): Alone

8

2.7%

Family

41

13.9%

Friends

226

76.4%

Business Associates

11

3.7%

Couple

5

1.7%

Other

5

1.7%

Data Analysis
After data screening for the CFA and path analysis, four items dealing with
responsiveness and five items with empathy in the SERVQUAL were reverse recorded to
determine the positive evaluation score. In addition, each of the three-item variables in
the five dependent variables (transaction-specific satisfaction, overall satisfaction, revisit
intention, revisit intention based on transaction-specific satisfaction evaluation, and
revisit intention based on overall satisfaction evaluation) were compounded to compute
one average score for the path analysis.
Confirmation of the factor structure required a two-step approach. In step one,
each factor was analyzed for its unidimensionality to confirm the measurement qualities
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of each factor by assessing the factor loading and model fit. Exploratory factor analysis
was utilized to check the unidimensionality of all five factors with the 22 items. The
result of exploratory factor analysis did not support the unidimensionality of all five
factors with the 22 items. The five indicators were cross-loaded on two different factors
(loadings greater than 0.40). These five items were eliminated from the analysis (Table
5.4). Item TG3 measuring tangibles was cross-loaded between Factor 2 (.605) and Factor
3 (.414), while item RL2 and RL3 measuring reliability were cross-loaded between
Factor 2 and Factor 3. The loading scores between them were .614 and .519, and .579
and .560 respectively. Item RP1 measuring responsiveness was cross-loaded between
Factor 3 and Factor 4, resulting of score of .544 and .406, and the cross-loading score of
AR4 measuring assurance between Factor 1 and Factor 3 resulted in .596 and .522.

Table 5.4
Cross-Loading Items in the EFA
Component
Item

Factor 1

Factor 2

Factor 3

TG3

.605

.414

RL2

.614

.519

RL3

.579

.560

RP1
AR4

.544
.596

Factor 4

Factor 5

.406

.522

After eliminating the five cross-loaded items, the internal reliability was tested.
To examine the internal reliability of the scales used in this study, Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients were calculated. These coefficients range from 0.0 to 1.0, reflecting the
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strength of the relationship between items within a scale. In general, reliability
coefficients of 0.9 are considered excellent, values of 0.8 very good, and values of 0.7
adequate (Kline, 2005). The reliability coefficients for the service quality scales utilized
in the current study are reported in Table 5.5.
The three-item scale measuring the tangibles had a reliability coefficient of 0.87,
while the three-item scale measuring reliability had a reliability coefficient of 0.80. The
reliability coefficient for the three items measuring responsiveness was. 0.84, while the
coefficient for three items measuring assurance was 0.84. The five items, which were
utilized to measure empathy, yielded an alpha coefficient of 0.90. Finally, 17 items were
assessed using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to test the golfers’ perceived service
quality construct. The five latent factors supporting all 17 items for the second-order CFA
produced a coefficient of 0.89.

Table 5.5
Reliability Coefficients for the Service Quality Construct
Variable

Number of Items

Reliability Coefficient

Tangibles (TG)

3

0.87

Reliability (RL)

3

0.80

Responsiveness (RP)

3

0.84

Assurance (AR)

3

0.84

Empathy (EP)

5

0.90

Total variables

17

0.89
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The multivariate sample statistics relating only to kurtosis are variants of
Mardia’s (1970, 1974) coefficient. Bentler (2006) has suggested that values > 5.00 are
indicative of data that is non-normally distributed. To analyze indicators with non-normal
distributions in a Structural Equation Model (e.g. CFA and Path analysis), a corrected
normal theory method is required, meaning that the original data is analyzed using a
normal theory method, such as Maximum Likelihood (ML), but using robust standard
errors and corrected test statistics as well. The former are estimates of standard errors that
are relatively robust against non-normality. An example of the latter is the SatorraBentler statistic (S-B χ2; Satorra and Bentler, 1988, 1994), which adjusts the value χ2M
downward from the standard ML estimation by an amount reflecting the degree of
kurtosis observed. Thus, the Chi-square statistic (χ2), called the Satorra-Bentler scaled
statistic (S-B χ2; Satorra and Bentler, 1988, 1994), and standard errors (Bentler and
Dijkstra, 1985) are corrected for non-normality in large samples. According to Bentler’s
later research (2006), this robust methodology allows for the attainment of correct
statistics, which are quite stable even for relatively small samples. For the service quality
model, the normalized estimate of the multivariate kurtosis with the 17 items was 35.19,
indicating the appropriateness of using the ML estimation with the Satorra-Bentler scaled
statistic.
In conjunction with the ML test, an effective tool for identifying sources of
misspecification is the Lagrange Multiplier (LM) function within SEM. Kline (2005)
indicated that the LM is a modification index expressed as a Chi-square statistic. For
example, in the CFA model, misspecification can arise from two sources: (1) one or more
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of the item-pairs is loading on a non-target factor and (2) error terms associated with two
or more of the indicator variables may be correlated. In essence, the LM modification
index estimates the change in overall fit should additional paths be specified in the model.
The LM function was utilized here to improve overall fit through evaluation of the
appropriateness of the specified restrictions.

Testing of the Hypotheses
Hypothesis H1-a
H1-a: A second-order SQ factor will be effective without depending on first-order
factors in predicting revisit intentions (RI, RIT, and RIO).
To examine this hypothesis, CFA was employed as a measurement model and
then path analysis was performed to test causal relationships among the variables in the
conceptual model, including the two satisfaction variables (transaction-specific
satisfaction and overall satisfaction) and the three revisit intentions (unconditional revisit
intentions, revisit intentions based on transaction-specific evaluation, and revisit
intentions based on overall satisfaction evaluation).
The current study analyzed the five latent factors of tangibles, reliability,
responsiveness, assurance, and empathy abstracting from the 17 items in the conceptual
model to evaluate for model fit using the Satorra-Bentler Chi-square statistic, RMSEA,
CFI, and NNFI. In addition, these five latent factors were utilized to examine the secondorder factor structure.

63

Table 5.6
Goodness of Fit Indices: SQ Model
Chi-square

df

P

RMSEAa

CFIb

NNFIb

First-order

168.82

106

< 0.05

0.045

0.976

0.969

Second-order

175.01

110

< 0.05

0.045

0.975

0.969

Model

a

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) (Steiger, 1990): Values < .05 indicate excellent fit.
Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Non-normed Fit Index (NNFI): Values > 0.90 indicate acceptable fit and
values > 0.95 indicate excellent fit.
Note: The Satorra and Bentler scaled Chi-square was applied (1988, 1994).

b

As an initial step, first-order CFA for service quality (SQ) was performed (Table
5.6). Results of its goodness-of-fit indices was excellent even though the Chi-square
statistic was significant (χ2 = 168.82, df = 106, p < 0.05). Results of the second-order
CFA for the service quality (SQ) model’s goodness-of-fit indices are also shown in Table
5.6. Although the Chi-square statistic was significant (χ2 = 175.01, df = 110, p < 0.05),
other fit indices indicate an excellent fit. The measurement model displayed values
greater than 0.95 on Bentler’s (1990) comparative fit index (CFI), and Bentler-Bonett’s
(1980) non-normed fit index. In addition, Steiger’s (1990) root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA) was less than 0.05. Results of all three fit indices suggest that
the model is an excellent fit for the data.
Factor loadings for all indicators are shown in Table 5.7. The unstandardized
estimates are presented first, followed by the standardized solution. Variables TG1, RL1,
RP2, AR1, and EP1 represent the fixed factor-loading parameters; therefore,
unstandardized estimated values are fixed to 1.00. Except for these, all other estimates
were found to be reasonable and statistically significant. Further standardized factor
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loadings were estimated using R-square values. The range of explained indicator variance
was from 38% to 81%. The highest indicator was AR3, which measured assurance at
81%, and the smallest was AR1, which measured assurance at 38% (Table 5.7).

Table 5.7
Factor Loading for the SQ Model
Factor

Indicator

Unstandardized

Standardized

R2

TG1

0.88a

0.81

0.66

TG2

1.14

a

0.87

0.75

TG4

0.90

a

0.83

0.68

RL1

0.96a

0.77

0.60

RL4

1.05

a

0.86

0.74

RL5

0.84

a

0.65

0.43

RP2

0.93a

0.77

0.59

RP3

1.03

a

0.76

0.57

RP4

1.07

a

0.85

0.73

AR1

0.82a

0.62

0.38

AR2

0.96

a

0.69

0.47

AR3

1.26

a

0.90

0.80

EP1

0.99a

0.84

0.71

EP2

1.05

a

0.87

0.75

1.01

a

0.83

0.68

0.97

a

0.80

0.64

0.82

a

0.64

0.41

Tangibles

Reliability

Responsiveness

Assurance

Empathy

EP3
EP4
EP5
a

significant at α level of 0.5

Further, all five first-order factors contributed significantly to being to the secondorder factor (Figure 5.1 and Table 5.8), with a considerable amount of variance being
explained by each. The most explained factor was reliability (99%), followed by
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tangibles (58%), assurance (46%), empathy (18%), and responsiveness (8%) (Table 5.8).
Based on the work of Bentler and Chou (1987), the multivariate LM test, including a
series of incremental univariate tests, was performed. Based on the incremental univariate
statistics, the four error covariances (D5, D3; E22, E21; E19, E18; and E15, E14) were
highly correlated. The error covariance between variables D5 and D3 has an estimated
value of 1.24, a standard error of 0.22, and a Z-value of 5.69; the robust estimate for error
covariance between E22 and E21 is 0.58 with a standard error of 0.15, resulting in a Zvalue of 3.90; the robust estimate for error covariance between E15 and E14 is 0.52 with
a standard error of 0.18, resulting in a Z-value of 2.97; the robust estimate for error
covariance between E19 and E18 is 0.39 with a standard error of 0.18, resulting in a Zvalue of 2.12. Overall, the error covariance parameters were found to be statistically
significant. Finally, a review of the standardized solution represented the strength of these
error correlations (Table 5.9). With values of 0.73 (D5, D3), 0.55 (E15, E14), 0.51 (E19,
E18), and 0.42 (E22, E21), it was concluded that these values are indeed substantial.
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Service Quality

0.99

0.76

Tangibles

0.65

0.28

0.68

0.42

Reliability

Responsiveness

Assurance

Empath
y

0.08

0.96

0.73

0.91

Figure 5.1
Second-Order Factor Structure with Standardized Factor Loadings

Table 5.8
First-Order Factor Loadings and Error for Second-Order Factor Structure
Factor

Standardized loadings

Standardized error

R2

Tangibles

0.76

0.65

0.58

Reliability

0.99

0.08

0.99

Responsiveness

0.28

0.96

0.08

Assurance

0.68

0.73

0.46

Empathy

0.42

0.91

0.18

The next step of the analysis for hypothesis H1-a was a path analysis to specify
the direct effect between service quality and revisit intentions. The results of the initial
path analysis revealed that the error covariances among three error variables of the revisit
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intentions (E25, E26 and E27) are highly correlated to each other. The values of error
correlations were 0.76 (E25, E26), 0.79 (E25, E27), and 0.74 (E26, E27). They are
statistically significant at the 5% level (Table 5.9).

Table 5.9
ML Estimates and Correlations among Independent Variables
Variable
D5, D3

1.24

E22, E21
E15, E14

a

ML estimate
0.58
0.52

standard error
0.22
0.15
0.18

Z-statistic

Error correlations

5.69

a

0.73

3.90

a

0.42

2.97

a

0.55

a

0.51

E19, E18

0.39

0.18

2.12

E25, E26

0.69

0.10

7.23

0.76

E25, E27

0.59

0.10

6.08

0.79

E26, E27

0.64

0.10

6.58

0.74

significant at α level of 0.5

The results of the final path analysis are shown in Table 5.10 and Figure 5.2. As
Table 5.10 reveals, the fit indices of the service quality, satisfaction, and intention model
(SQSI) suggest that the model is an excellent fit for the data. The measurement model
displayed values greater than 0.95 on Bentler’s (1990) comparative fit index (CFI) and
Bentler-Bonett’s (1980) non-normed fit index. In addition, Steiger’s (1990) root mean
square error of approximation (RMSEA) was less than 0.05.
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Table 5.10
Goodness of Fit Indices: SQSI model
Model

Chi-square

df

P

RMSEAa

CFIb

NNFIb

SQSI

287.97

192

< 0.05

0.041

0.971

0.965

a

Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) (Steiger, 1990): Values < .05 indicate excellent fit.
Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Non-normed Fit Index (NNFI): Values > 0.90 indicate acceptable fit and
values > 0.95 indicate excellent fit.
Note: The Satorra and Bentler scaled Chi-square was applied (1988, 1994).

b

OS

0.18

RIO

0.29

0.28
0.19
0.53
0.24

RI

SQ
0.11
0.48
0.32
TS

RIT
0.19

Note. All paths are significant at α level of 0.5

Figure 5.2
SQSI Model with Standardized Factor Loadings (path coefficients)
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The standardized factor loadings (path coefficients) for all paths are shown in
Table 5.11 and in Figure 5.2. For these path coefficients, a Z-statistic was calculated.
Their Z-values for all path coefficients were significant (p < 0.05), suggesting that all
paths assist in the prediction of revisit intentions including the two satisfactions
(transaction-specific satisfaction and overall satisfaction) and the additional two revisit
intentions (based on transaction-specific evaluation and overall evaluation).
The test results for H1-a indicate that the second-order service quality construct
was effectively supported by the first-order factors with excellent fit indices. Further, this
second-order latent service quality variable was significant (p < 0.05) with all
hypothesized paths assisting in the prediction of revisit intentions, including the two
additional revisit intentions.
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Table 5.11
Standardized Path Coefficients of the SQSI Model
Hypothesized Paths

Coefficient

SQ  TS

0.48a

SQ  OS

0.28a

SQ  RI

0.24a

SQ  RIT

0.32a

SQ  RIO

0.29a

TS  OS

0.53a

TS  RI

0.11a

TS  RIT

0.19a

OS  RI

0.19a

OS  RIO

0.18a

a

significant at α level of 0.5
Note: SQ: Service Quality; TS: Transaction-specific Satisfaction; OS: Overall Satisfaction; RI: Revisit
Intention; RIT: Revisit Intention based on Transaction-specific evaluation; RIO: Revisit Intention based on
Overall evaluation

Hypothesis H1-b
H1-b: TS will mediate the relationship between SQ and RI.
To investigate the mediation effect of transaction-specific satisfaction between
service quality and revisit intention, the path coefficient was calculated to obtain the
indirect effect. Table 5.12 presents the results of the mediating effect and the Sobel Z-test
(Sobel, 1982). Transaction-specific satisfaction was found not to be statistically
significant (p < 0.5), but its effect (0.051) was found to be very close to the mediation
effect of overall satisfaction (0.052) between service quality and revisit intention. The
Sobel test Z-value (1.894) was not quite significant. These results for H1-b indicate that
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transaction-specific satisfaction is not a mediated relationship between perceived service
quality and revisit intention.

Table 5.12
Mediation Effect of the SQSI Model

IV to MV

MV to
DV

E of BIV

E of
BMV

M
effect

E for
Med

Sobel Z

SQ-TS-RI

0.568

0.090

0.075

0.046

0.051

0.027

1.894

SQ-OS-RI

0.291

0.180

0.065

0.067

0.052

0.023

2.304a

SQ-TS-RIT

0.568

0.179

0.075

0.050

0.102

0.031

3.236a

SQ-OS-RIO

0.291

0.162

0.065

0.053

0.047

0.019

2.524a

SQ-TS-OS

0.568

0.453

0.075

0.072

0.257

0.053

4.839a

TS-OS-RI

0.453

0.180

0.072

0.067

0.082

0.033

2.471a

Variable Path

a

significant at α level of 0.5 (Sobel Test, 1982): the test statistic need to be over + 1.96
Note: IV: Independent Variable; MV: Mediating Variable; DV: Dependent Variable; E: Standard Error; B:
Path Coefficient; Med: Mediating; SQ: Service Quality; TS: Transaction-specific Satisfaction; OS: Overall
Satisfaction; RI: Revisit Intention; RIT: Revisit Intention based on Transaction-specific evaluation; RIO:
Revisit Intention based on Overall evaluation

Hypothesis H1-c
H1-c: OS will mediate the relationship between SQ and RI.
To investigate the mediation effect of overall satisfaction between perceived
service quality and revisit intention, the path coefficient was calculated to determine the
indirect effect. Table 5.12 presents the results of the mediation effect and the Sobel Z-test
(Sobel, 1982). Overall satisfaction was found to be statistically significant (p < 0.5), its
effect (0.052) being very close to the mediation effect of transaction-specific satisfaction
(0.051) between service quality and revisit intention. The Sobel test Z-value (2.304) was
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also found to be significant. These results suggest that overall satisfaction mediates the
relationship between perceived service quality and revisit intention.

Hypothesis H1-d
H1-d: TS will mediate the relationship between SQ and OS.
To investigate the mediation effect of transaction-specific satisfaction between
perceived service quality and overall satisfaction, the path coefficient was calculated to
obtain the indirect effect. Table 5.12 presents the results of the mediation effect and the
Sobel Z-test (Sobel, 1982). Transaction-specific satisfaction was found to be significant
statistically (p < 0.5). Its effect was 0.257, and the Sobel Z-value was 4.839. These results
indicate the transaction-specific satisfaction mediated relationship between perceived
service quality and overall satisfaction.

Hypothesis H2-a
H2-a: TS will have an effect on RI.
To identify the relationship between transaction-specific satisfaction and revisit
intention, the path coefficient was calculated to obtain the direct effect. Table 5.11 and
Figure 5.2 show the result of the direct effect between them. The path coefficient (0.11)
between them was significant at the 5% level.

Hypothesis H2-b
H2-b: OS will have an effect on RI.
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To identify the relationship between overall satisfaction and revisit intention, the
path coefficient was calculated to determine the direct effect. Table 5.11 and Figure 5.2
show the result of the direct effect between them. The path coefficient (0.19) between
them was significant at the 5% level.

Hypothesis H2-c
H2-c: OS will mediate the relationship between TS and RI.
To investigate the relationship between overall satisfaction, transaction-specific
satisfaction, and revisit intention, two tests were conducted. First, to identify the
mediation effect, the path coefficient was calculated to determine the indirect effect.
Second, to investigate the moderator effect, the interaction variable between transactionspecific satisfaction and overall satisfaction was used, and the additional path coefficient
was estimated to obtain the interaction effect.
Table 5.12 presents the result of the mediation effect and the Sobel Z-test (Sobel,
1982). Overall satisfaction was found to be statistically significant (p <0.5), with the
mediation effect being 0.082 and Sobel Z-value 2.471. Table 5.13 presents the results of
the moderator effect and the Z-value. Overall satisfaction was found not to be
statistically significant (p < 0.5), with the moderator effect being 0.041 and Z-value 1.514.
These results for H2-c suggest that overall satisfaction mediated the relationship between
transaction-specific satisfaction and revisit intention; however, the interaction variable
between transaction-specific satisfaction and overall satisfaction did not moderate with
revisit intention.
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Table 5.13
Standardized Path Coefficient for the Moderator Effect
Variables

Coefficient

Error

Z-value

INTBI

0.041

0.027

1.514

Note: INT is interaction variable between TS and OS

Hypothesis H2-d
H2-d: The effect of TS on RI will be the same to the effect of OS on RI.
To explain the effect between transaction-specific satisfaction and overall
satisfaction in predicting revisit intention, the two path coefficients between them were
estimated. Table 5.11 and Figure 5.2 present the result of the direct effects. Both effect
sizes were found to be statistically significant (p < 0.5). The path coefficient between
transaction-specific satisfaction and revisit intention was determined to be 0.11 and
overall satisfaction with revisit intention was 0.19. Based on Cohen’s (1988) effect size
interpretations, both effect sizes are in the medium effect range (0.10 to 0.30). These
results indicate that overall satisfaction with revisit intention has a relatively high
standardized factor loading.
However, an equality constraint and the scaled difference in the S-B chi-square
with and without the constraint provide a significance test for the difference between the
two coefficients. The results revealed that the path coefficients were not statistically
different (SBSD = 0.912, df = 1, p = 0.339).
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Hypothesis H2-e
H2-e: The effect of TS on RIT will be the same to the effect of OS on RIO.
To investigate the effect between transaction-specific satisfaction with the revisit
intention based on the transaction-specific experience and overall satisfaction with the
revisit intention based on the overall experience, the two path coefficients between them
were estimated. Table 5.11 and Figure 5.2 present the results of the direct effects. Both
effect sizes were found to be statistically significant (p < 0.5), with the path coefficient
between transaction-specific satisfaction and revisit intention based on transactionspecific experience being 0.19, and overall satisfaction with revisit intention based on
overall experience being 0.18. Based on Cohen’s (1988) effect size interpretations, both
effect sizes fall in the medium effect range (0.10 to 0.30). These results suggest that both
effect sizes with each revisit intention are close to standardized factor loading. However,
both path coefficients were not statistically different (SBSD = 0.129, df = 1, p = 0.725)
(Table 5.14).

Table 5.14
Results of Satorra-Bentler Scaled Different Test for the SQSI Model
Constraints

SBSD

df

p-value

TS to RI vs. OS to RI

0.912

1

0.339

TS to RIT vs. OS to RIO

0.129

1

0.725

SQ to TS vs. SQ to OS

9.979

1

0.001

Note: SBSD (Satorra-Bentler scale difference) tests were based on Satorra & Bentler’ study in 2001.
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Further, to specify the relationship between transaction-specific satisfaction with
revisit intention based on transaction-specific experience and overall satisfaction with
revisit intention based on overall experience, additional mediation effects with perceived
service quality were estimated. Table 5.12 presents the result of the mediation effect and
the Sobel Z-test (Sobel, 1982). Transaction-specific satisfaction was found to be
statistically significant (p < 0.5), with the mediation effect being 0.102 and the Sobel Zvalue being 3.236. Overall satisfaction was also found to be statistically significant (p
<0.5), with mediation effect 0.047 and the Sobel Z-value 2.524. These results indicate
that transaction-specific satisfaction mediated the relationship between perceived service
quality and revisit intention based on the transaction-specific experience. The results also
indicated that overall satisfaction mediated the relationship between perceived service
quality and revisit intention based on overall experience.
Finally, transaction-specific satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and revisit intention
was analyzed based on demographic data and various golfer segments, including group
types, average score, frequency of playing golf last year, and past experience with the
golf course. First, multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) or multivariate analysis
of covariance (MANCOVA) was used to identify whether changes in the independent
variables (demographic and golfergraphic data) had a significant effect on the dependent
variables of TS and OS. Second, analyses of variances (ANOVA) were conducted on
demographic and golfergraphic data for the RI variable.
For the analysis, screening tests were conducted on the testing variables (TS, OS,
RI, demographic, and golfergraphic variables). Two cases (ID: 29, 91) were deleted
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because of the large outlier values (Mahalanobis score: 59.66 and 48.18 at α level of 0.5
with df = 16 [standard value: 26.29)]). After data screening, the dependent variables, TS
and OS, tested correlations between them to satisfy assumption for MANOVA, the
results indicating proper correlation values (0.662).
For the MANOVA involving these two dependent variables, the independent
variables were transformed to satisfy the assumptions of equality of variance across
categories or normal distribution; however, gender, employment, and group types could
not satisfy these assumptions. As a result, ANOVAs were conducted with these
independent variables.

Hypothesis H3-a and H3-b
H3-a: There is no significant difference in TS with golfer age, education level,
and income.
H3-b: There is no significant difference in OS with golfer age, education level,
and income.
As a first step, MANOVA was used to investigate the effect of demographic
variables on the dependent variables (transaction-specific and overall satisfaction) were
estimated (Table 5.15). To check equality across group of the dependent variables, Box’s
M-test was conducted and was not significant at α level of 0.5 (p = 0.054). This suggests
that the hypothesis of equal covariance matrices cannot be rejected. As a result, it is
proper to use MANOVA and analysis should continue to the next step.
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Table 5.15
Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices
Box’s M

F statistic

df 1

df 2

p-valuea

37.908

1.504

24

6650.771

0.054

a

significant test at α level of 0.5
Note: Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal
across group

The multivariate tests were conducted to verify that the mean of the composite
variable is the same across groups, the Wilks’ Lambda test being the one most frequently
used (Table 5.16). The results indicate that at each education level, TS and OS were
significantly different (p = 0.025 at α level of 0.5), but with the income variable, they
were not significantly different (p = 0.225 at α level of 0.5). With the age variable, TS
and OS were significantly different (p = 0.001 at α level of 0.5).

Table 5.16
Multivariate Tests
Variable

Value

F-statistic

Hypothesis df

Error df

p-valuea

Intercept

0.999

0.156

2

285

0.855

Age

0.940

9.140

2

285

0.001

Education

0.962

2.806

4

570

0.025

Income

0.980

1.422

4

570

0.225

a

significant test at α level of 0.5
Note: Multivariate tests with Wilks; Lambda statistic

The SPSS program provides the test of the error variance of the dependent
variables (Table 5.17). It performs the standard Levene’s test of the assumption of equal
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variances for each of the dependent variables, as this is an assumption of the ANOVA.
For both TS and OS, the test resulted in a non-significant p-value (TS = 0.554, OS =
0.682), indicating the null hypotheses regarding equal variances cannot be rejected for
either dependent variable; thus, the ANOVA is fine.

Table 5.17
Levene’s Test of Equality of Error Variances
F-statistic

df 1

df 2

p-valuea

TS

0.856

8

287

0.554

OS

0.710

8

287

0.682

Variable

a

significant test at α level of 0.5
Note: Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups

The results of the overall ANOVA investigation of the effect of independent
variables on both dependent variables were significant. The effect on TS (F9, 286 = 2.15, p
< 0.03) explained 6.3% of the variance in the model, and the effect on OS (F9, 286 = 2.89,
p < 0.01) explained 8.4% of the variance in the model (Table 5.18).

Table 5.18
Overall Main Effects of Education, Income, and Age on TS and OS
Source
Model

Error
a

Variable

Type III SS

df

MS

F-statistic

p-valuea

R2

TS

26.430

9

2.937

2.152

0.025

0.063

OS

25.860

9

2.873

2.897

0.003

0.084

TS

390.213

286

1.364

OS

283.686

286

0.992

significant test at α level of 0.5
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Table 5.19 shows the results of the main effects, which are an F-test of
significance, for each covariate (age with TS and OS) and each fixed factor (education
and income) on each of the dependent variables (TS and OS). The results indicated that
the significant main effect of education on TS is eta2 = 0.19. However, the control
variable age was found to have a significant main effect on the OS variable, with an eta2
of 0.23. This result implies that older golfers evaluate their overall experience on the golf
course more positively.

Table 5.19
Effect of Education, Income, and Age on TS and OS
Source
Age

Education

Income
a
b

Variable

Type III SS

df

MS

F-statistic

p-valuea

Effectb

TS

2.670

1

2.670

1.957

0.163

0.08

OS

15.655

1

15.655

15.782

0.001

0.23

TS

14.774

2

7.387

5.414

0.005

0.19

OS

3.421

2

1.170

1.724

0.180

0.11

TS

0.299

2

0.149

0.110

0.896

0.03

OS

2.605

2

1.303

1.313

0.271

0.09

significant test at α level of 0.5
effect size is eta squared

To assess whether the three education levels with three income levels have
different TS and OS test scores, a multivariate analysis of variance was conducted. The
results of this analysis showed that the main effect for education was significant: Wilk’s
Lambda = 0.962, F (4, 570) = 2.806, p < 0.025 (Table 5.16). These results indicate that
the linear composite of the TS and OS test differs for education levels. To identify the
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effect of the education levels on TS and OS, follow-up tests were required. The results of
the follow-up ANOVAs indicate that the effect of education levels was significant for TS.
More specifically, Group 1 (less than two-years of college) was significantly different
than Group 2 (four-year college) for TS. However, the effect of the education levels on
OS was not significantly different (Table 5.20 and 5.21). These results imply that golfers
who have two-years of college or less are satisfied more immediately than those with
four-years of college after playing golf on the same course. However, their education
levels are not significantly different for overall satisfaction.

Table 5.20
Pairwise Comparisons of Education and Income on TS and OS
Variable
TS

OS

Parameter

Mean Difference

Std. Error

P-valuea

Education 1 - 2

0.519

0.158

0.001

Education 1 - 3

0.297

0.233

0.203

Education 2 - 3

0.222

0.234

0.345

Income

1-2

0.094

0.234

0.687

Income

1-3

0.036

0.235

0.879

Income

2-3

0.059

0.162

0.718

Education 1- 2

0.239

0.135

0.076

Education 1 - 3

0.217

0.199

0.276

Education 2 - 3

0.023

0.200

0.910

Income

1-2

0.267

0.200

0.183

Income

1-2

0.323

0.200

0.108

Income

2-3

0.056

0.138

0.686

Note: Adjustment for multiple comparisons: LSD (significant test at α level of 0.5)
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Table 5.21
Evaluations of Education and Income Levels for TS and OS
TS
Education

Income

OS

Group

N

M

SD

M

SD

Two-year

38

5.96

0.11

6.02

0.09

Four-year

48

5.44

0.11

5.79

0.10

Graduate

31

5.66

0.21

5.81

0.18

Under $ 49,999

26

5.64

0.20

6.07

0.17

$50,000 to $90,000

42

5.73

0.11

5.80

0.10

$100,000 or more

55

5.68

0.12

5.75

0.10

Note: M is Means and SD is Standard Deviation

Hypothesis H3-c and H3-d
H3-c: There is no significant difference in TS with golfer gender, employment,
and residence.
H3-d: There is no significant difference in OS with golfer gender, employment,
and residence.
To compare further various dependent variables with the demographic data,
ANOVAs were conducted for TS and OS with the gender, employment, and residence
variables. The overall ANOVA investigating the effect of demographic variables on the
TS variable was not significant (Table 5.22).
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Table 5.22
Overall Main Effects of Gender, Employment, and Residence on TS
Source

Type III SS

Model

6.333

Error
a

410.310

df

MS

F-statistic

p-valuea

R2

7

0.905

0.635

0.727

0.015

288

1.425

significant test at α level of 0.5

Tables 5.23 and 5.24 show the results of the main effects of gender, employment
and residence. All tests are statistically not significant, indicating that the dependent
variable is equal across groups for gender, employment, and residence.

Table 5.23
Effect of Gender, Employment, and Residence on TS
Type III SS

Df

MS

F-statistic

p-valuea

Gender

0.064

1

0.064

0.045

0.833

Employment

0.212

1

0.212

0.149

0.700

Residence

1.210

1

1.210

0.849

0.358

Variable

a

significant test at α level of 0.5
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Table 5.24
Evaluations of Gender, Employment, and Residence for TS
Group

N

M

SD

Female

16

5.542

0.311

Male

280

5.611

0.107

Full-time

182

5.513

0.238

Else

114

5.640

0.227

SC

253

5.728

0.197

Else

43

5.425

0.263

Gender

Employment

Residence

Note: M is Means and SD is Standard Deviation

The overall ANOVA investigating the effect of demographic variables on the OS
variable was significant (Table 5.25). Even though the overall main effect of the
demographic variables on the OS variable was significant, the results of the main effects
of gender, employment, and residence were not significant. These findings indicate that
the dependent variable is equal across groups for gender, employment, and residence
(Tables 5.26 and 5.27).

Table 5.25
Overall Main Effects of Gender, Employment, and Residence on OS

a

Source

Type III SS

df

MS

F-statistic

p-valuea

R2

Model

17.093

7

2.442

2.405

0.021

0.055

Error

292.454

288

1.015

significant test at α level of 0.5
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Table 5.26
Effect of Gender, Employment, and Residence on OS
Type III SS

Df

MS

F-statistic

p-valuea

Gender

0.798

1

0.798

0.786

0.376

Employment

2.113

1

2.113

2.081

0.150

Residence

0.515

1

0.515

0.507

0.477

Variable

a

significant test at α level of 0.5

Table 5.27
Evaluations of Gender, Employment, and Residence Levels for OS
Group
Gender

Employment

Residence

N

M

SD

Female

16

5.500

0.262

Male

280

5.746

0.091

Full-time

182

5.423

0.201

Else

114

5.823

0.191

SC

253

5.722

0.166

Else

43

5.524

0.222

Note: M is Means and SD is Standard Deviation

Hypothesis H3-e and H3-f
H3-e: There is no significant difference in TS with golfer AS, NG, GLY, and OGE.
H3-f: There is no significant difference in OS with golfer AS, NG, GLY, and
OGE.
To examine the mean difference in dependent variables (TS and OS) with
golfergraphic data, ANOVAs were conducted. Table 5.28 shows that the overall ANOVA
investigating the effect of golfergraphic variables on the TS variable was not significant
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(F47, 248 = 1.171, p = 0.222). The number of times playing golf last year was the only
significant main effect on TS (F2, 248 = 13.095, p = 0.001). This result indicates that
dependent variable is not equal across groups for the number of times playing golf last
year (Tables 5.29 and 5.30). To identify the effect of the number of times participants
playing golf last year, a follow-up test was performed. Follow-up ANOVAs indicate that
the effect of the number of times playing golf last year was significantly different for TS.
More specifically, Group 1 (less than 3 times) was significantly different than Group 2
(4-30 times), and Group 3 (31 times or more). Group 2 was also significantly different
for Group 3 (Tables 5.29, 5.30, and 5.31). These results imply that golfers who played
more often at the same golf course last year are more satisfied immediately after they
play at the golf course.

Table 5.28
Overall Main Effects of Golfergraphic Variables on TS

a

Source

Type III SS

df

MS

F-statistic

p-valuea

R2

Model

75.685

47

1.610

1.171

0.222

0.182

Error

340.957

248

1.375

significant test at α level of 0.5
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Table 5.29
Effect of Golfergraphic Variables on TS
Type III SS

df

MS

F-statistic

p-valuea

OGE

7.557

2

3.779

2.748

0.066

GLY

36.007

2

18.004

13.095

0.001

NG

0.203

1

0.203

0.147

0.701

AS

1.069

2

0.534

0.389

0.678

Variable

a

significant test at α level of 0.5
Note: OGE: overall golf experience, GLY: frequency of playing golf last year, NG: number of group, AS:
average strokes

Table 5.30
Pairwise Comparisons of GLY on TS
Variable

GLY

Parameter

Mean Difference

Std. Error

P-valueb

Group 2 – 1

0.731

0.245

0.003

Group 3 – 1

1.380

0.260

0.001

Group 3 - 2

0.649

0.246

0.009

b

LSD: significant test at α level of 0.5
Note: Group1 (less than 3times), Group 2 (4 – 30 times), Group 3 (31 times or more)

Table 5.31
Evaluations of GLY levels for TS
Group

N

M

SD

Less than 3 times

98

4.931

0.184

4 – 30 times

104

5.662

0.162

31 times of more

94

6.311

0.185

Note: M is Means and SD is Standard Deviation
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The overall ANOVA investigating the effect of golfergraphic variables on the OS
variable was not significant (F47, 248 = 1.373, p = 0.066) (Table 5.32). The golfgraphic
main effects found to be related to OS were the number of times participants played golf
last year (F2, 248 = 7.609, p = 0.001) and their average number of strokes (F2, 248=4.038,
p=0.019). These results indicate that the dependent variable is not equal across groups for
number playing golf last year and average number of strokes (Tables 5.33, 5.34, and
5.35). To identify the effects of the number of times playing golf last year and the
average stroke levels, follow-up tests were performed. Follow-up ANOVAs indicate that
the effect of the number of times playing golf last year and the average stroke levels were
significantly different for OS. More specifically, for the number of times playing golf last
year, Group 1 (less than 3 times) was significantly different than Group 3 (31 times of
more) and Group 2 (4-30 times) also was significantly different than Group 3, but Groups
1 and 2 were not significantly different (Tables 5.33, 5.34, and 5.35). These results imply
that golfers who played on the same golf course more than 31 times last year are satisfied
with the overall experience on the golf course and may accumulate positive evaluations
of the golf course.

Table 5.32
Overall Main Effects of Golfergraphic Variables on OS

a

Source

Type III SS

df

MS

F-statistic

p-valuea

R2

Model

63.907

47

1.360

1.373

0.066

0.206

Error

245.639

248

0.990

significant test at α level of 0.5
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For the effect of the average stroke levels on OS, Group 1 (less than 84 strokes)
was significantly different than Group 2 (85-92 strokes), but Group 1 versus Group 3 (93
strokes or more) and Group 2 versus Group 3 were not significantly different (Tables
5.33 and 5.34). These results imply that golfers whose average strokes are between 85
and 92 strokes are more satisfied with the overall experience on the golf course than
golfers who have lower than 85 strokes.

Table 5.33
Effect of Golfergraphic Variables on OS
Variable

Type III SS

df

MS

F-statistic

p-valuea

OGE

5.478

2

2.739

2.765

0.065

GLY

15.074

2

7.537

7.609

0.001

NG

0.282

1

0.282

0.285

0.594

AS

7.999

2

4.000

4.038

0.019

a

significant test at α level of 0.5
Note: OGE: overall golf experience, GLY: frequency of playing golf last year, NG: number of group, AS:
average strokes
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Table 5.34
Pairwise Comparisons of GLY and AS on OS
Variable
GLY

AS

Parameter

Mean Difference

Std. Error

P-valueb

Group 2 – 1

0.332

0.208

0.111

Group 3 – 1

0.931

0.221

0.001

Group 3 - 2

0.581

0.208

0.006

Group 2 – 1

0.448

0.214

0.038

Group 3 – 1

0.210

0.211

0.320

Group 2 - 3

0.238

0.209

0.256

b

LSD: significant test at α level of 0.5
Note: Number of times playing golf last year: Group1 (less than 3times); Group 2 (4 – 30 times); Group 3
(31 times or more) Average Strokes: Group1 (less than 84 strokes); Group 2 (85-92strokes); Group 3 (93
strokes or more)

Table 5.35
Evaluations of GLY and AS levels for OS
Group
GLY

AS

n

M

SD

Less than 3 times

98

5.282

0.156

4 – 30 times

104

5.614

0.137

31 times of more

94

6.195

0.157

Less than 84 strokes

94

5.457

0.153

85 – 92 strokes

103

5.905

0.150

93 strokes or more

99

5.667

0.145

Hypothesis H3-g and H3-h
H3-g: There is no significant difference in RI with golfer age, education level,
income, gender, employment, and income.
H3-h: There is no significant difference in RI with golfer AS, NG, GLY, and
OGE.
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Finally, to assess the effect of demographic and golfergraphic variables on the
intention to revisit, ANOVAs were conducted. The overall ANOVA investigating the
effect of demographic variables on the RI variable was significant (F44, 251 = 1.547, p =
0.021 (Table 5.36). The demographic main effects found to be related to RI were age (F1,
251 =

8.209, p = 0.005) and residence (F1, 251 = 13.663, p = 0.001). These results indicate

that the dependent variable is not equal across groups for age and residence (Tables 5.37,
5.38, and 5.39). More specifically, Group 1 (residents in SC) was significantly different
than Group 2 (residents in other states). These results imply that older golfers in South
Carolina tend to more often revisit the same golf course than younger golfers in other
states.

Table 5.36
Overall Main Effects of Demographic Variables on RI

a

Source

Type III SS

df

MS

F-statistic

p-valuea

R2

Model

61.450

44

1.397

1.547

0.021

0.213

Error

226.661

251

0.903

significant test at α level of 0.5
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Table 5.37
Effect of Demographic Variables on RI
Type III SS

Df

MS

F-statistic

p-valuea

Age

7.413

1

7.413

8.209

0.005

Education

1.367

1

0.684

0.757

0.470

Income

3.527

2

1.764

1.953

0.144

Gender

0.638

1

0.638

0.706

0.401

Employment

0.747

1

0.747

0.827

0.364

Residence

12.338

1

12.338

13.663

0.001

Variable

a

significant test at α level of 0.5

Table 5.38
Pairwise Comparisons of Residence on RI
Variable

Parameter

Mean Difference

Std. Error

P-valueb

Residence

Group 1 - 2

0.702

0.209

0.001

b

LSD: significant test at α level of 0.5
Note: Group1 (residents in SC); Group 2 (residents in other states)

Table 5.39
Evaluations of the Residence Levels for RI
Group

N

M

SD

SC

253

6.482

0.117

Else

43

5.780

0.173

The overall ANOVA investigating the effect of golfergraphic variables on the RI
variable was significant (F57, 248 = 1.531, p = 0.021) (Table 5.40). However, the
golfergraphic main effects found to be related to RI were OGE and GLY (F2, 248 = 9.483,
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p = 0.001). This indicates that the dependent variable is not equal across groups for OGE
and GLY (Tables 5.41, 5.42, 5.43, and 5.44). To identify the effects of OGE and GLY
levels, follow-up tests were performed. More specifically, for OGE, Group 2 (16-100
times) was significantly different than Group 3 (101 times or more), but Group 1 (less
than 15 times) versus Group 2 and Group 1 versus Group3 were not significantly
different (Table 5.43 and 5.44). These results imply that golfers who play golf the total
number of 16 to 100 times are more likely to revisit the same golf course than golfers
who play golf over 101 times. Further, these results show that golfers who play golf less
than 15 times are less likely to revisit the same golf course than golfers who play golf 16
to 100 times. However, this is not a statistically significant difference.

Table 5.40
Overall Main Effects of Golfergraphic Variables on RI

a

Source

Type III SS

df

MS

F-statistic

p-valuea

R2

Model

64.805

47

1.379

1.531

0.021

0.245

Error

223.306

248

0.900

significant test at α level of 0.5

For GLY levels, Group 1 (less than 3 times) was significantly different than
Group 2 (4-30 times) and Group 3 (31 times or more), but Group 2 and Group 3 were not
significantly different (Tables 5.41 and 5.42). These results imply that golfers who played
on the same golf course more than four times last year are more likely to revisit the same
course.
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Table 5.41
Each Effect of Golfergraphic Variables on RI
Variable

Type III SS

df

MS

F-statistic

p-valuea

OGE

11.551

2

5.775

6.414

0.002

GLY

17.078

2

8.539

9.483

0.001

NG

1.278

1

1.278

1.420

0.235

AS

3.178

2

1.589

1.765

0.173

a

significant test at α level of 0.5
Note: OGE: overall golf experience, GLY: frequency of playing golf last year, NG: number of group, AS:
average strokes

Table 5.42
Pairwise Comparisons of GLY and AS on RI
Variable

Parameter

Mean Difference

Std. Error

P-valueb

GLY

Group 2 – 1

0.702

0.198

0.001

Group 3 - 1

0.862

0.211

0.001

Group 3 - 2

0.160

0.199

0.423

Group 2 – 1

0.239

0.197

0.226

Group1 - 3

0.312

0.202

0.124

Group 2 - 3

0.551

0.202

0.007

OGE

b

LSD: significant test at α level of 0.5
Note. GLY: group1 (less than 3), group 2 (4 – 30), group 3 (31 or more)
OGE: group1 (less than 15), group 2 (16 – 100), group 3 (101 or more)

Table 5.43
Evaluations of GLY levels for RI
Group

N

M

SD

Less than 3 times

98

5.805

0.149

4 – 30 times

104

6.507

0.131

31 times of more

94

6.667

0.149
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Table 5.44
Evaluations of OGE levels for RI
Group

N

M

SD

Less than 15 times

102

6.349

0.139

16 – 100 times

101

6.588

0.139

101 times of more

93

6.037

0.147

Summary
This chapter investigated the objectives and purposes of this study as outlined in
chapter 1. The findings of this study suggest several implications for golf course
managers. The next chapter presents the summary of the overall results, the practical
implications of the findings to practitioners, and the recommendations for future research.
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CHAPTER SIX
CONCLUSIONS
This chapter is divided into three sections. The first discusses the results of the
data analysis. Next, the limitations of this study are outlined. The final section explores
the implications of the results of this study, including recommendations for future
research.
Review of the Findings
The purpose of this study was to gain an understanding of the relationship
between service quality, transaction-specific satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and revisit
intentions of golfers based on their experiences. The study also examined the effects of
demographic and golfergraphic variables on the dependent variables (transaction-specific
satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and revisit intention) and the effectiveness of the service
quality model with transaction-specific satisfaction and overall satisfaction in predicting
golfer intention to revisit at the same golf course. In addition, to specify which type of
satisfaction is the more powerful predictor, two additional intention variables were tested
with transaction-specific satisfaction and overall satisfaction, the comparison being used
to check prediction ability for revisit intention.
Based on a review of the literature, a conceptual model was established for the
study of the relationship between service quality, transaction-specific satisfaction, overall
satisfaction, and intention to revisit the same golf course. The service quality construct
was formed by 17 items on the five dimensions (tangibles, reliability, responsiveness,
assurance, and empathy) based on Cronin and Taylor’s (1992) SERVPERF model, which
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is simplified from the SERVQUAL model (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry, 1985 and
1988). Transaction-specific and overall satisfaction were conceptualized with the Jones
and Suh’s (2000) transaction-specific satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and intention
model originated from Bitner and Hubbert’s (1994) service encounter satisfaction, overall
service satisfaction, and service quality model. The framework used here also
demonstrated formed that both satisfactions have a mediating effect on the relationship
between service quality and revisit intention. Further, for the overall model (SQSI), path
analysis was conducted to determine the direct and indirect effects between service
quality, transaction-specific satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and revisit intention.
The results of the CFA examining second-order factors for service quality
revealed that this SQ model was significant with excellent fit scores, and all first-order
indicator factor loadings estimates were found to be reasonable with significant α levels
(p < 0.5). Further, all first-order indicators provide information on the five construct
measures and on which item assesses the same construct. Each first-order factor on the
SQ model provides statistically significant explanation power raging from low
(responsiveness: 8%) to high (reliability: 98%) for the second-order factor. Overall, the
hypothesized relationships for the SQ model were statistically significant. Most
importantly, the theoretical framework of the SQSI model was an excellent fit of the data.
All path coefficients were significant at the 5% level. These results of the path analysis
suggest that all paths assist in the prediction of revisit intentions including TS and OS.
More specifically, perceived service quality had the strongest direct effect in predicting
revisit intention for the SQSI model (Table 5.11). This finding is similar to those of
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Baker and Crompton (2000), who found that perceived service quality had a stronger
effect in predicting behavioral intentions than satisfaction. Their investigation was based
on the assumption that, among quality, satisfaction, and revisit intentions, the perceived
quality of performance would have a stronger total effect on behavioral intentions than
satisfaction.
In addition, the mediation effect OS between service quality and intention was
significant at the 5% level. This result of the mediation effect OS suggests that overall
satisfaction has an indirect effect between service quality and intention to revisit the same
golf course. However, the TS effect between service quality and revisit intention was not
significant (Z-value = 1.894). Further, the results of the mediation effect with additional
revisit intentions (RIT and RIO) were significant at the 5% level. These mediation effects
indicate that both satisfactions have an indirect effect on the relationship between service
quality and intentions to revisit the same golf course.
Overall results of the path analysis for the SQSI model indicated that the model
has a relatively good prediction power (Table 6.1). For the service quality variables, the
model explained 60.1% of the variance in the tangibles, 94.9% in the reliability, 8.2% in
the responsiveness, 46.8% in the assurance, and 19.4% in the empathy. The model also
explained 22.9% of the variance in TS and 50.0% of the variance in OS. For the revisit
intention variables, the model explained 20.3% of the variance in RI, 19.7% of the
variance in RIT, and 17.3% of the variance RIO.
The results of the multivariate analysis of variance for differences in the
transaction-specific satisfaction and overall satisfaction in relation to the demographic
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data suggest that age and education were significantly different at the 5% level. More
specifically, age had a significant main effect on OS with a medium effect size, and
education had a significant main effect on TS with a small effect size.

Table 6.1
Assessment of the SQSI model
Std. Value

Std. error

R2

Tangibles

0.779

0.628

0.606

Reliability

0.974

0.226

0.949

Responsiveness

0.286

0.958

0.082

Assurance

0.684

0.729

0.468

Empathy

0.440

0.898

0.194

TS

SQ

0.478

0.878*

0.229*

OS

TS

0.526

0.707*

0.500*

SQ

0.285

SQ

0.238

0.893*

0.203*

TS

0.109

OS

0.187

SQ

0.324

0.896*

0.197*

TS

0.186

SQ

0.292

0.910*

0.173*

OS

0.178

Construct

Factor

SQ

RI

RIT

RIO

* overall value for each dependent variable
Note: All Z-statistics are significant at 0.05 level; SQ = Service Quality; TS = Transaction-specific
Satisfaction; OS = Overall Satisfaction; RI = Revisit Intention; RIT = Revisit Intention based on
transaction-specific experience; RIO = Revisit Intention based on overall experience.

Overall results of analysis for differences in TS, OS, and RI for demographic and
golfergraphic data revealed that there were six significant indicators – age, education,
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residence, average strokes, the total number of times playing golf since golfers visit first,
and the number of times playing golf last year. The results of the multivariate analysis of
variance for difference in the transaction-specific satisfaction and overall satisfaction in
relation to the demographic data revealed that no variables were significantly different for
either at the 5% level. Only education was significantly different for transaction-specific
satisfaction, and age was significantly different for overall satisfaction at the 5% level.
On the other hand, the results of the univariate analysis of variance for differences in the
transaction-specific satisfaction and overall satisfaction in relation to the golfergraphic
data suggest that only the number of times playing golf last year was significantly
different for both satisfactions at the 5% level. In addition, the average strokes was
significantly different at the 5% level for overall satisfaction in relation to the
gofergraphic data,. The results of the univariate analysis of variance for differences in the
revisit intention with the demographic and golfergraphic data show that age, residence,
total number of times playing golf since golfers visit first, and the number of times
playing golf last year were significantly different at the 5% level. The results of the
univariate and multivariate analysis of variance for demographic and golfergraphic data
with TS, OS, and RI imply that if golfers, with two years of college or less, play golf
more than 31 times on the same golf course last year, they will be satisfied immediately
and accumulate satisfaction after playing golf on the same course. Also, if golfers have
average strokes between 85 and 92, they have a positive evaluation about their overa;;
experience at the same golf course more than golfers who have average strokes less than
84. In addition, as golfers grow older, they are more likely to be satisfied, overall, if they
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play golf on the same course, and they have strong intentions to revisit the same course if
they play golf more than four times and live in South Carolina. Further, golfers who play
golf 16 to 100 times at the same course are more likely to revisit the same course than
golfers who play golf overall more than 101 times.

Theoretical Implications
The current study was based on the conceptual framework from Cronin and
Taylor’s (1992) SERVPERF model, which is simplified from the SERVQUAL model
(Parasuraman, Zeithaml and Berry, 1985 and 1988) and the Jones and Suh (2000)
transaction-specific satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and intention model originated from
Bitner and Hubbert’s (1994) service encounter satisfaction, overall service satisfaction,
and service quality model. Based upon results of the present study, service quality,
transaction-specific satisfaction, and overall satisfaction were identified as important
variables on golfers’ intentions to revisit a course. While testing this conceptual model,
both demographic and golfergraphic variables were not included in the model. Even
though the current study tested their difference on the dependent variables of TS, OS, RI,
age, residence, education levels, average strokes, total number of times playing golf since
first visit, and the number of times playing golf last year separately, they were found to
be effective predictors. Age was found to show a significant difference in OS, which
means that older golfers more positively evaluate their overall experience on the golf
course. Moreover, of the golfergraphic variables, OS was influenced by average strokes
and the number of times playing golf last year. If golfers who have average strokes
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between 85 and 92 played golf 31 times or more last year, then they evaluate their overall
experience on the golf course more positively. On the other hand, TS was influenced by
education levels of the demographic variables. If golfers have a two-year college degree
or less education levels, they evaluate their immediate experience on the golf course more
positively. Further, if golfers played 31 times or more in the same golf course last year,
they evaluate their immediate experience on the golf course more positively. As
predictors of RI, demographic and golfergraphic variables were found to be partially
significant predictors. RI was influenced by residence, the total number of times playing
golf since first visit, and the number of times playing golf last year. This finding suggests
that golfers in South Carolina who play golf 16 to 100 times overall or more than four
times at the same golf course last year are more likely to revisit the same golf course.
Results of the current study found that TS could be explained with the variable of
service quality. It was revealed that the data was an excellent fit of the model, and
presented a strong relationship between service quality and TS. In contrast, OS was
explained with the variable of service quality, but it was a relatively weak relationship
between service quality and OS (Table 5.11 and Figure 5.2).
The service quality construct demonstrated high predictive capacity with five
service quality factors (tangibles, reliability, responsiveness, assurance, and empathy).
The study found that TS is an important consequence of perceived service quality. The
perceived service quality is also a critical antecedent of both TS and OS.
The results of the study indicated that service quality had a direct effect on TS and
OS, in addition to indirectly influencing OS through TS (Table 5.12). Further, the results
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of the study indicated that service quality was the most powerful predictor of RI. Service
quality had a direct effect on RI, an indirect effect on RI through OS, and an indirect
effect on OS through TS, but did not indirectly influence RI through TS. Therefore, it
appears that the effects of service quality on revisit intention may be mediated by first TS
and then OS (SQ → TS → OS → RI).
The results of the study indicated that all three evaluation variables (SQ, TS, and
OS) significantly influenced revisit intentions (RI, RIT, and RIO). The SQSI model
explained 20.3% of the variance in RI, 19.7% of the variance in RIT, and 17.3% of the
variance in RIO. As hypothesized, both TS and OS significantly influenced RIT and RIO.
Based on the results of the current study, it appears that the effects of service
quality on RIT and RIO may be mediated by TS and OS, which are antecedents of RIT
and RIO. Further, service quality had a slightly higher influence on RIT than on RIO.
However, the overall effect on RI was influenced by OS more than TS. This is similar to
the findings in a study by Jones and Suh (2000), which suggested that accumulatively
satisfied customers were more like to revisit the same service than immediately satisfied
customers.

Implications for Management
The results of this study have several implications for golf course managers. First,
they suggest that golf course managers need to understand their customers’ types of
satisfaction and perceived service quality in order to better predict golfers’ future
purchase intentions. Even though perceived service quality was found to be the best
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predictor, results show that measures of transaction-specific satisfaction and overall
satisfaction help to explain future purchase behavior beyond measures of service quality.
This result suggests that real-time golf course surveys should include a measure of
service quality associated with both satisfactions. Further, results suggest that it is
important for golf course management to understand the variables related to golfers’
types of satisfaction and perceived service quality and their intentions.
In addition, the result of intentions RIT and RIO measuring the effect of golfer
evaluations from either their immediate experiences or their accumulated experiences
suggests that golf course management should realize that golfers utilize multiple sources
when they determine their future purchases. More specifically, the result indicates that
perceived service quality has more effect in predicting revisit intention (RIT) when
golfers evaluate their experience immediately (TS); however, the overall evaluation from
the accumulated experience (OS) was slightly better in predicting the golfers’
unconditional intention to revisit (RI). Golf course managers should realize the use of
each type of satisfaction measurement. If their goal is the prediction of revisit intentions,
measuring overall satisfaction will capture golfers’ future purchase intentions; however,
if the goal is to monitor service quality and golfer satisfaction with the golf course
continually, transaction-specific satisfaction and perceived service quality should be
measured to identify the golfers’ current evaluations of the golf course.
This finding is similar to Jones and Suh’s (2000) findings in their investigation of
the relationship between both satisfactions and revisit intentions. They also found that
overall satisfaction was slightly more effective in predicting revisit intention. Further,
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when using both satisfactions together to predict revisit intention in the same construct,
only overall satisfaction was statistically significant at the 5% level.
Overall for golf course managers, the results of the study suggest that perceived
service quality is the best predictor of revisit intention, and that perceived service quality
strongly influences both satisfactions in predicting future purchase intention. In general,
overall satisfaction is a better predictor of revisit intentions than transaction-specific
satisfaction, but transaction-specific satisfaction influences overall satisfaction in
predicting future purchase intention. Golf course managers need to be aware that a
customer’s immediate evaluation at the service encounter level (or experience level)
plays a large role in their overall satisfaction. Further, this overall satisfaction has
significant indirect effect between transaction-specific satisfaction and future purchase
intention. Transaction-specific satisfaction also functions as a preceding variable to
predict revisit intention. Therefore, golf course managers should consider both
satisfaction levels to predict future purchase intentions.
Finally, overall results of analysis for differences in TS, OS, and RI for
demographic and golfergraphic data found six significant indicators – age, education,
residence, average strokes, the total number of times playing golf since first visit, and the
number of times playing golf last year. Golf course managers should realize that these six
indicators have important meaning for their business and how they work for their
customers. These results imply that, if golfers have two years of college or less education
and played golf more than 31 times in the same golf course last year, they will evaluate
positive transaction-specific experience and their overall experience about the golf course
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will be positive. Also, as golfers grow older, they evaluate their overall experience at the
golf course more positively. This positive evaluation rate will be higher for golfers who
have average strokes between 85 and 92 than for those who have 84 strokes or less.
Further, they are more likely to revisit the same golf course in the future if they have
played golf more than four times at the course over the last year and live in South
Carolina. This revisit intention rate will be higher for golfers who play 16 to 100 times
than who play golf more than 101 times at the same course.

Limitations
The current study was an initial attempt to gain a more thorough understanding
of the relationship between golfers’ perceived service quality, transaction-specific
satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and intention to revisit. As stated in chapter 1, the study
was limited to golfers in South Carolina, who were primarily middle-aged, male golfers
with similar characteristics. The sample size was highly unbalanced with 94.6% of
respondents being male and having an average age of 44.5 years old. In addition, the
study was limited by analyzing only one golf course. Thus, future research is necessary in
order to determine if the results of this study are representative of other golfers in South
Carolina.
Even though each satisfaction was measured using three item scales, they were
aggregated as a single item to improve skewed scores for corrected distribution for each.
Therefore, the study was limited by operationalizing both satisfactions (transactionspecific satisfaction and overall satisfaction) with a single measure. Traditionally,
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customers’ overall satisfaction with a product or service has been measured by either a
simple yes or no question, or with the degree of overall satisfaction (e.g. from dissatisfied
to satisfied). In a customer survey, customers are often asked to answer how they would
rate their level of overall satisfaction with the product or service. The primary weakness
of this approach is that it fails to reflect the range of evaluation for each product or
service, and thereby fails to accurately show the customer’s degree of satisfaction.
Recognizing the disadvantages of this traditional approach in measuring customer overall
satisfaction by relying on a single-item measurement, multi-item tools have been utilized
to measure overall satisfaction. However, there are no measurement scales or tools to
measure both satisfactions. Thus, future studies need to develop and improve multidimensional measurement of both TS and OS.

Recommendations for Future Research
This study was an attempt to gain a better understanding of the relationship
between golfers’ perceived service quality, transaction-specific satisfaction, overall
satisfaction, and intention to revisit. This study was limited to golfers during the spring
season at one golf course in South Carolina; therefore, the addition of at least one more
golf course would increase the study’s external validity. In addition, the measurement of
golfers during all four seasons would have increased the generalizability of the results.
Future research will help determine if the results of this study are representative of other
golfers in other places.
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While the current study provides empirical evidence of the relationships between
perceived service quality, transaction-specific satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and
intention to revisit, it also suggests various questions for future research examining these
relationships. For instance, the latent variable of responsiveness was found to explain
little of the variance in service quality and was further found to be a weak path in the
second-order CFA model. In general, responsiveness is an important variable with high
explanation power in the SERVPERP model (Fogarty, Catts, and Forlin, 2000). Thus,
future research is necessary in order to understand and operationalize the construct of
service quality better.
Moreover, it is believed that the effect of responsiveness was limited by the fact
that only one golf course was utilized in the current study. It is postulated that
responsiveness would be a better indictor if the number of golf courses was increased.
One reason for this weak effect is that golfers do not appear to require prompt service at a
golf course in general. Another reason is that golfers may not encounter many situations
in which they need the service personnel. Therefore, it is believed that research is
necessary to understand the effect of responsiveness when golfers require prompt service
or need help.
Longitudinal research in contexts of both types of satisfaction may provide
evidences of causal relationships and their clear direction in the SQSI model. The ability
to trace transaction-specific and overall satisfaction may provide a better standard for
predicting future purchase intention. Perhaps this transaction-specific satisfaction is a
starting point to evaluate what golfers experience at the golf course, and later it transfers

109

to overall satisfaction as an accumulated standard for revisit intention (or disappears as
just a one-time evaluation of experience). Longitudinal research may also provide
complete evidence of the actual effect.
Finally, it is believed that the overall model presented in this study could be
beneficial in the prediction of revisit intentions beyond that of golfers. It is posited that
this model may aid in the prediction of re-visitation at tourist attractions and may further
aid in the prediction of revisit intentions for products at these destinations. To more fully
determine the potential of the proposed model, additional research is needed to
investigate its effectiveness in other environments.

Summary
The current chapter discussed the results of the study and the related implications
and limitations. The chapter also discussed potential for future research. This study
proposed and investigation a conceptual model for the relationships between golfers’
perceived service quality, transaction-specific satisfaction, overall satisfaction, and
intentions to revisit. It is believed that a better understanding of these relationships will
help golf course managers improve their businesses, services, and facilities.
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Appendix A
Survey Instrument

Questionnaire: Golfer Satisfaction Survey
Section I. Golfer Evaluation of Satisfaction
1. Please evaluate the golf course based only on today’s experience. Please be sure you
check every scale; do not omit any. Please circle only one number on an each scale.
Based on Today’s experience at this golf course, I am:
Dissatisfied
Displeased
Unfavorable

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

6
6
6

7
7
7

Satisfied
Pleased
Favorable

2. Please evaluate the golf course based on all of the experiences that you have had.
Please be sure you check every scale, do not omit any. Please circle only one number on
an each scale.
Based on all of my experiences at this golf course, I am:
Dissatisfying
Displeasing
Unfavorable

1
1
1

2
2
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

6
6
6

7
7
7

Satisfying
Pleasing
Favorable

Section II. Golfer’s Past Experience and Information
Please answer each question that is applicable to you.
3. Have you ever played at this golf course before? (Please check the appropriate box.)
 Yes
 No (Skip question 4 to 6, and go to 7)
4. If yes, please give date of first time here _______
5. How many times have you played here since your first visit here? _______
6. How many times did you play at this golf course last year? _______
7. What is your average score for an 18 hole game of golf? ________
8. Including yourself, how many people were in your group today? _______
9. Which of the following best describes the composition of your group today?
 Alone
 Family
 Friends
 Business associates
 Couple
 Other, please specify _______________
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Section III. Perceived Service Quality of Golfers
10. The following is a set of statements asking for your opinions on the golf course’s
services. Please show the extent to which you think the golf course offering services
should possess the features described by each statement. If you strongly agree that this
golf course should possess a feature, circle the number 7 on the left side blank line. If you
strongly disagree that this golf course should possess a feature, circle 1.
Agree …..Disagree
a. The golf course has up-to-date equipment.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

b. The physical facilities of the golf course are visually appealing.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

c. The employees of the golf course are well dressed and appear neat.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

d. The appearance of the physical facilities of the golf course is in
keeping with the types of services provided.
e. When this golf course promises to do something by a certain time,
it does so.
f. When you have problems, the golf course is sympathetic and
reassuring.
g. The golf course is dependable. (e.g. Overall golf course, tee time, or
cart)
h. The golf course provides its services at the time they promise to do so.
i. The golf course keeps accurate records. (e.g. Recording tee time or
handicap calculations)
j. The golf course does not tell its customers exactly when services will
be performed.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

k. I do not receive prompt service from employees of the golf course.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

l. Employees of the golf course are not always willing to help customers.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

m. Employees of the golf course are too busy to respond to customer
requests promptly.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

n. I can trust the employees of the golf course.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

o. I feel safe in your transactions with the club's employees.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

p. Employees of the golf course are polite.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

q. Employees receive adequate support from the golf course to do their
jobs well.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

r. The golf course does not give me individual attention.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

s. Employees of the golf course do not give me personal attention.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

t. Employees of the golf course do not know what my needs are.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

u. The golf course does not have my best interests at heart.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

v. The golf course does not have operating hours convenient for all their
customers.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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IV. Golfer’s Intention
11. Please rate the probability that you will play at this golf course again in the future.
Please be sure you check every scale, do not omit any. Please circle only one number on
an each scale.
a. I am going to play here again:
Unlikely
1
2
Improbable
1
2
Impossible
1
2

3
3
3

4
4
4

5
5
5

6
6
6

7
7
7

Likely
Probable
Possible

b. Based on today’s experience at the golf course, I am going to play here again:
Unlikely
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Likely
Improbable
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Probable
Impossible
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Possible
c. Based on all my experiences with the golf course, I am going to play here again:
Unlikely
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Likely
Improbable
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Probable
Impossible
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
Possible
Section V. Demographic Data
Please answer each question that is applicable to you
12. What is your gender?
13. What is your age?

 Female
Years

 Male

14. What is the highest grade (or years) of regular school you attended? (Check one of the
following)
 Less than high school
 High school
 Two-year college
 Four-year college
 Graduate school
 Other, please specify
_____
15. What was your total household income (before taxes) in 2006? (Check one of the
following)
 Under $10,000
 $30,000 to $49,999
 $100,000 to $149,999
 $10,000 to $29,999
 $50,000 to $99,999
 $150,000 or more
16. Are you employed?
 Employed outside the home   Full time  Part time
 Unemployed
 Retired
 Student
17. What is your home zip code? __________________
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Appendix B
Cover Letter to Potential Respondents

Clemson University
Department of Parks, Recreation & Tourism Management
263 Lehotsky Hall Box 340735 Clemson, SC 29634-0735

This research is for a Ph. D dissertation that involves a study on the relationship
among service quality, satisfaction and golfers’ intention to revisit.
I would greatly appreciate you taking the time to participate in this research.
Please complete the survey about your visit to Boscobel golf course. It should only take
approximately 5 minutes. This survey is anonymous so no one will know who responded
to any of the survey items.
Participation is voluntary. You can refuse to answer any questions at any time and
quit responding if you like. By returning the questionnaire you are agreeing to participate
in the research study. Please return the completed survey to the person conducting the
survey. Your responses will be completely confidential, because no names will be taken
and surveys were not coded in anyway to ascertain participants’ identity.
If you have any question or concern regarding your rights as a research participant,
you may contact:
Kenneth F Backman: 864.656.-2204
Joon Choel Lee:
864.656.-5334

frank@clemson.edu
joonl@clemson.edu

PLEASE RETURN THE QUESTIONNAIRE TO THE SURVEY ASSISTANT.
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